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this  document  supplements  the  Final  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (FEIS)  for 
Flood  Control,  Roseau  River,  Roseau,  Minnesota.  Coordination  with  Federal  and 
State  agencies  and  public  interest  groups  continued  after  cos^letion  of  the  FEIS. 
Two  principal  concerns  arose  during. that  coordination:  the  adverse  impacts  on 
fish  and  wildlife  habitat  and  the  potential  for  project-induced  drainage.  Proj- 
ect  alternatives,  Including  one  not  identified  in  the  FEIS,  were  reevaluated  and 
are  discussed  in  this  supplement.  Through  active  coordination  with  the  U.S.  Fiat 


<and  Wildlife  Service  and  the  Kliinesota  Department  of  Natural  Resources,  eras¬ 
ures  to  reduce  impacts  to  the  fish  and  wildlife  of  the  watershed  were  identified 
evaluated,  and  included  in  the  project  design.  Vegetation  would  be  planted 
specifically  to  provide  wildlife  habitat  on  land  belonging  to  the  State  of 
Minnesota,  including  the  temporary  right-of-way.  To  address  the  concern  of 
project-induced  drainage,  the  outlets  of  ditches  entering  the  river  would  be 
fixed  in  both  elevation  and  capacity  at  the  hydraulic  control  point.  Fixing 
the  ditch  outlets  would  prevent  anyone  from  altering  the  gradient  of  a  ditch  to 
extend  it  further  from  the  river^^The  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  recommended 
that  the  St.  Paul  District  Engisie^r  assume  discretionaly  authority  under  Section 
404  of  the  Clean  Water  Act  to  require  Individual  permits  for  activities  in  wet¬ 
lands  presently  regulated  by  a  nationwide  permit.  The  Minnesota  Department  of 
Natural  Resources  isade  the  same  request.  The  National  Wildlife  Federation  in¬ 
dicated  that  conservation  easements  on\ wetlands  would  be  the  preferred  method 
of  preventing  wetland  drainage,  but  that  they  supported  the  discretionary  au¬ 
thority  approach  as  well;  the  Isaak  Waltbn  League  agreed.  The  Corps  of  Engineer 
evaluated  this  issue  and  decided  against 'Assuming  discretionary  authority.  The 
U.S.  Environmental  Protection  Agency  (EPA)\issued  a  rating  of  EU-1  (environmen¬ 
tally  unsatisfactory  -  sufficient  information)  for  the  project.  The  EPA  in¬ 
dicated  that  while  the  project  would  continue,  to  have  significant  adverse  im¬ 
pacts,  they  would  withdraw  the  unsatisfactory Vating  if  the  planned  disposal  of 
excavated  material  in  wetlands  in  the  Big  Swamp\reach  is  eliminated.  However, 
it  would  be  necessary  to  construct  a  road  and  fiVe  temporary  bridges  and  disturb 
87  acres  of  wetland  to  remove  the  material.  It  whs  determined  that  this  would 
not  be  an  econoisically  feasible  alternative.  \ 
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SUMMARY 


Background 

This  document  supplements  the  Final  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (FEIS)  for 
Flood  Control,  Roseau  River,  Roseau,  Minnesota, ‘which  was  filed  with  the  Coun¬ 
cil  on  Environmental  Quality  and  noted  in  the  Federal  Register  on  18  Noveober 
1977.  The  FEIS  presents  detailed  discussions  of  the  proposed  project,  affected 
environment,  and  environmental  impacts  of  the  proposal.  A  limited  number  of 
copies  of  the  FEIS  are  available  at  the  St.  Paul  District,  Corps  of  Engineers, 
for  those  who  have  particular  need  for  one. 

Coordination  with  Federal  and  State  agencies  and  public  interest  groups  continued 
after  completion  of  the  FEIS.  TWo  principal  concerns  arose  during  that  coordi¬ 
nation:  the  adverse  impacts  on  fish  and  wildlife  habitat  and  the  potential  for 
project-induced  drainage. 

This  supplement  was  filed  in  draft  form  with  the  U.S.  Environmental  Protection 
Agency  (EPA)  and  noted  in  the  Federal  Register  on  11  July  1980.  This  Final 
Supplement  will  also  be  filed  with  the  EPA  and  distributed  for  public  review. 

It  contains  an  analysis  of  changes  made  as  a  result  of  coordination  to  minimize 
the  impacts  of  project  construction,  a  404(b)(1)  evaluation  of  the  proposed 
plan,  and  additional  discussion  of  project  alternatives.  This  Final  Supplement 
also  includes  responses  to  letters  of  comment  received  on  the  draft.  Exhibits 
2B,  2C,  and  6  nave  been  cnanged  to  correct  errors  in  the  draft  or  to  show  changes 
made  in  response  to  comments. 

Major  Conclusions  and  Findings 

Project  alternatives,  including  one  not  identified  in  the  FEIS,  were  reevaluated 
and  are  discussed  in  this  supplement.  Through  active  coordination  with  the  U.S. 
Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  and  the  Minnesota  Department  of  Natural  Resources, 
measures  to  reduce  impacts  to  the  fish  and  wildlife  of  the  watershed  were  iden¬ 
tified,  evaluated,  and  included  in  the  project  design.  Replacing  fixed  oxbow 
outlet  plugs  with  stop- log  structures  would  allow  control  and  manipulation  for 
waterfowl  production.  Vegetation  would  be  planted  specifically  to  provide  wild¬ 
life  habitat  on  land  belonging  to  the  State  of  Minnesota,  including  the  temporary 
right-of-way.  A  Type  4  wetland  intersected  by  the  channel  excavation  would  be 
replaced  with  an  area  designed  to  maximize  waterfowl  production. 

Fish  habitat  would  be  preserved  or  provided  for  by  several  measures.  The  11  3/4 
miles  of  river  channel  bypassed  by  cutoff  channels  were  originally  intended  to 
be  plugged  to  form  oxbows.  To  preserve  the  fish  habitat  in  (hose  areas,  diver¬ 
sion  structures  would  be  installed  so  that  only  high  flow  would  pass  through 
the  cutoff  channels.  Tne  existing  river  channel  would  be  undisturbed.  To 
protect  quality  habitat  for  walleye  within  the  project  area,  the  method  of 
excavation  would  be  changed  to  an  elevated  channel  through  the  downstream  6 
miles  of  the  river.  The  lower  limit  of  excavation  would  be  set  2  feet  above 
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the  hydraulic  control  points  so  that  the  channel  bottom  and  bank  would  be  un¬ 
disturbed.  Because  of  project  constraints,  it  was  not  possible  to  use  this 
method  throughout  the  project  area.  However,  in  the  2  miles  above  the  elevated 
channel  reach,  approximately  500  feet  of  channel  in  each  mile  would  be  left 
undisturbed.  In  the  10  miles  above  that  reach,  approximately  500  feet  per 
mile  would  be  excavated  using  the  elevated  channel  method.  To  reduce  Impacts 
wnere  the  elevated  channel  could  not  be  used,  fish  habitat  structures  would  be 
installed.  To  ensure  that  the  design  of  the  structures  would  be  well  suited  to 
the  Roseau  River,  structures  of  several  different  designs  would  be  placed  dur¬ 
ing  the  first  construction  season.  After  a  period  of  evaluation,  a  final  design 
would  be  selected  and  the  remaining  structures  would  be  put  into  place. 
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The  second  principal  concern  was  the  effect  of  the  project  on  potential  drain¬ 
age  of  wetlands.  To  address  that  concern,  the  outlets  of  ditches  entering  the 
river  would  be  fixed  in  both  elevation  and  capacity  at  the  hydraulic  control 
point. Previously,  ditch  outlets  were  to  be  fixed  for  erosion  control  and  only 
on  the  excavated  bank.  (Fixing  the  ditch  outlets  would  prevent  anyone  from 
altering  the  gradient  or  a  ditch  to  extend  it  further  from  the  river.  )  The 
U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  recommended  that  additional  control  be  provided 
by  installing  low-flow  profile  control  structures.  These  structures,  similar 
to  lowhead  dams,  would  restore  the  river  profile  to  pre-project  elevations 

for  non-flood  flows.  Evaluation  of  these  structures  subsequently  showed  that  ' 

their  environmental  impacts  would  be  unacceptable.  They  were  deleted  from  the  ■ 

project  with  the  concurrence  of  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service.  Subsequently,  j 

the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  recommended  that  the  St.  Paul  District  Engineer  , 

assume  discretionary  authority  under  Section  404  of  the  Clean  Water  Act  to 
require  individual  permits  for  activities  in  wetlands  presently  regulated 
by  a  nationwide  permit. 

Areas  of  Controversy 

After  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  recommended  assumption  of  discretionary 
authority,  the  Minnesota  Department  of  Natural  Resources  also  made  the  same 
request.  The  National  Wildlife  Federation  indicated  that  conservation  ease¬ 
ments  on  wetlands  would  be  the  preferred  method  of  preventing  wetland  drainage, 
but  that  they  supported  the  discretionary  authority  approach  as  well.  The 
Izaak  Walton  League  agreed  with  the  National  Wildlife  Federation.  The  Corps 

of  Engineers  evaluated  this  issue  and  decided  against  assuming  discretionary  I 

authority.  The  Corps  felt  that  the  fixed  outlets  of  ditches  and  the  constraints  i 

on  drainage  placed  on  the  local  sponsor  to  prevent  exceedance  of  the  design  capa¬ 
city  of  the  channel  would  be  sufficient  to  prevent  project-induced  wetland  drainage.  j 

) 

Unresolved  Issues  j 

The  U.S.  Environmental  Protection  Agency  (EPA)  Issued  a  rating  of  EU-1  (environ-  i  ! 

mentally  unsatisfactory  -  sufficient  information)  for  the  Roseau  River  Flood  ^ 

Control  Project.  The  EPA  Indicated  that  while  the  project  would  continue  to 

have  significant  adverse  impacts ,  they  would  withdraw  the  unsatisfactory  rating  b 

if  the  planned  disposal  of  excavated  material  in  wetlands  in  the  Big  Swasp  reach 


iv 


is  eliminated.  However,  it  would  be  necessary  to  construct  a  road  and 
five  temporary  bridges  and  disturb  87  acres  of  wetland  to  remove  tire  mater¬ 
ial.  It  was  determined  that  this  would  not  be  an  economically  feasible 
alternative. 


Relationship 

Requirements 


to  Environmental  Protection  Statutes  and  Other  Environ mont-al 


The  following  table  describes  the  relationship  of  the  selected  plan  to  the 
requirements  of  environmental  laws ,  executive  orders ,  and  other  related 
requirements. 
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DISCUSSION  OF  ALTERNATIVES 


PROJECT  LOCATION 


1.  The  Roseau  River  basin,  about  2,057  square  miles  in  northwestern 
Minnesota  and  southcentral  Manitoba,  Canada,  is  part  of  the  Hudson  Bay 
drainage  system  (Exhibit  1).  Approximately  60  percent  of  the  basin 
lies  within  the  United  States,  with  the  international  boundary  at 
river  mile  91.2  (as  measured  from  the  mouth).  The  project  plan  pro¬ 
vides  for  channel  modification  within  the  United  States  from  river  mile 
93.5  to  river  mile  137. A  at  the  Roseau  Dam.  The  project  plan  also 
includes  remedial  work  along  approximately  10  miles  of  the  river  in 
Canada  extending  downstream  from  the  end  of  an  existing  floodway. 

NEED  FOR  FURTHER  DISCUSSION  OF  ALTERNATIVES 

2.  Following  the  completion  of  the  Final  EIS,  coordination  continued 
with  State  and  Federal  agencies  and  interest  groups.  As  a  result, 
several  design  changes  were  made  to  the  proposed  plan  to  reduce  the  impact 
of  the  project  by  using  alternative  construction  methods.  Where  modifica¬ 
tions  could  not  be  made,  features  were  added  to  partially  replace  lost  habitat. 
In  the  course  of  this  coordination,  it  was  determined  that  alternatives  should 
be  re-evaluated.  The  following  sections  discuss  measures  evaluated  as  alter¬ 
natives  to  the  proposed  plan.  The  section  on  Alternative  4  (the  selected  plan) 
discusses  the  proposed  changes,  the  rationale  for  the  changes,  and  an  analysis 
of  the  environmental  impacts  of  the  proposed  changes. 

ALTERNATIVE  1:  NO  ACTION 

3 .  The  without-the-project  condition  consists  of  floodplain  regulations 
and  flood  insurance  as  required  by  Federal  and  State  policies.  By  estab¬ 
lishing  floodplain  management  regulations  as  prescribed  by  the  State  of 
Minnesota,  the  city  of  Roseau  and  Roseau  County  became  eligible  in  October 
1978  and  January  1980,  respectively,  to  participate  in  the  flood  insurance 
program  administered  by  the  U.S.  Department  of  Housing  and  Urban  Development. 
The  statutory  floodplain  management  program  of  the  Minnesota  Department  of 
Natural  Resources  presently  regulates  new  development  and  redevelopment  in 
the  existing  floodplain. 

ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACTS 

4.  While  flood  insurance  does  not  prevent  flood  damage,  it  helps  reimburse 
affected  property  owners  of  existing  developments  for  losses  sustained  from 
floods;  the  flood  losses  are  thus  spread  nationally.  However,  no  reduction 
in  overall  average  annual  flood  losses  would  be  effected  by  implementation 
of  flood  insurance  alone. 

5.  Floodplain  regulation  reduces  future  losses  in  the  floodplain  and 
minimizes  flood  damage  to  existing  developments  by  the  use  of  floodproofing 
measures.  Annual  flood  damages  could  be  reduced  to  a  minor  extent  as 
particularly  floodprone  structures  are  abandoned.  However,  because  flood- 
plain  regulation  applies  primarily  to  the  city  of  Roseau,  it  would  have 
little  effect  on  agricultural  flood  damages.  Some  would  also  view  its 
restrictions  on  individual  freedom  of  land  use  as  a  negative  impact. 
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6.  Because  the  authorised  project  would  not  provide  complete  protection  from 
flood  events,  these  Insurance  and  regulation  programs  would  apply  regard- 

' less  of  project  construction,  although  the  area  of  applicability  would  be 
redefined  to  the  extent  that  the  project  reduces  the  size  of  the  flood¬ 
plain. 

7.  A  no  action  alternative  would  avoid  problems  that  may  result  from 
channel  modifications  and  could  result  In  long-term  benefits  to  the  natural 
environment  of  the  area  from  the  probable  replacment  of  some  structures 

in  the  floodplain  by  open  areas.  However,  these  effects  would  be  insig¬ 
nificant  on  a  basin-wide  scale. 

8.  A  no  action  alternative  would  not  prevent  future  land-use  changes  in 
the  Roseau  River  basin.  Significant  conversion  of  pasture,  forest,  and 
marsh  to  cultivated  land  has  taken  place  since  1969  in  the  absence  of  a 
project  and  is  expected  to  continue  to  occur  with  or  without  a  project. 

This  land-use  conversion  did  Involve  some  wetland  acreage,  particularly 

In  the  Roseau  Lake  bed  area.  Relatively  little  conversion  of  wetland 
acreage  to  cultivation  is  expected  in  the  future,  however,  because  the 
vast  majority  of  wetland  acreage  is  either  In  public  hands  or  in  an  area 
of  thick  peat  soil  with  very  high  moisture  content  that  is  unsuitable  for 
farming.  Future  land  use  changes  in  the  United  States  and  within  the  pro¬ 
ject  area  are  expected  generally  to  involve  the  conversion  of  scattered 
resialning  uncultivated  parcels  of  80  acres  or  less.  Larger  blocks  of 
pasture  and  open  land  west  of  the  Roseau  River  Wildlife  Management  Area 
may  also  be  subject  to  cultivation,  though  poorer  soils  in  this  area  would 
discourage  conversion. 


9.  Clearing  and  draining  of  acreage  in  the  Canadian  portion  of  the  Roseau 
River  Basin  has  been  occurring  in  the  past  few  years  and  is  expected  to 
continue  whether  or  not  a  project  is  implemented.  Canadian  land  had  not 
been  cleared  or  drained  as  early  as  United  States  land  because  of  a  relative 
lack  of  grain  terminals  and  capital  resources.  In  addition,  Canadian  programs 
to  encourage  cultivation  were  not  as  extensive  as  U.S.  programs.  This 
picture  appears  to  be  changing.  As  Canadian  farmers  accumulate  the  necessary 
capital,  they  will  continue  to  clear  and  drain  additional  lands  regardless  of 
the  size  of  the  Roseau  River  channel  in  the  United  States,  which  must  accommodate 
additional  drainage.  Their  activity  may  increase  future  flood  flows  and 
associated  flood  damages  in  the  absence  of  a  project  if  no  institutional 
controls  are  placed  on  the  amounts  of  flow  which  cross  the  Canadian-U.S.  border. 


10.  A  few  farmers  within  the  project  area  have  constructed  levees  around  their 
fields  in  an  attempt  to  reduce  losses  from  flooding  of  the  Roseau  River.  These 
private  levees  vary  from  small  knee-high  dikes  to  larger,  more  sophisticated 
dikes,  complete  with  pumps.  Local  banking  officials  and  agricultural  experts 
believe  that  diking  activity  would  increase  under  a  no  action  alternative. 

Current  experience  along  the  Red  River  of  the  North  supports  this  claim,  and 
preliminary  Corps  studies  on  farmstead  and  field  diking  do  indicate  marg  nal 
economic  feasibility.  The  non-economic  effects  of  such  diking  are  not  uniform  y 
positive,  however.  Extensive  diking  can  increase  flood  stages  downstream, 
creating  potentially  greater  damages  for  those  property  owners  who  do  not  dike 
their  lands  and  homes.  For  these  reasons,  private  diking  has  created,  and  will 
continue  to  create,  significant  levels  of  controversy  and  animosity  among 
floodplain  landowners  both  within  the  U.S.  portions  of  the  Roseau  River  Bas  n, 
and  possibly  between  American  and  Canadian  interests.  Controversy  on  th  s 
issue  and  escalation  of  private  diking  practices  have  already  occurred  along 
the  main  stem  of  the  Red  River  of  the  North  and  within  the  Pembina  River  Basin 
in  North  Dakota.  Solutions  to  this  problem  of  either  a  structural,  non- 
structural,  or  combined  nature  will  be  necessary  to  resolve  the  present  conflicts 
and  ensure  a  more  equitable  means  of  flood  damage  reduction. 
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11.  The  following  section  presents  some  of  the  major  perceptions  prevalent 

in  the  study  area.  Where  perceptions  are  presented:  (1)  they  are  identified 
as  such;  (2)  sources  of  the  perceptions  are  indicated;  (3)  they  are  eval¬ 
uated  according  to  their  accuracy  and  reasons  for  arising  and  persisting;  and 
(4)  other  major  perceptions  with  some  basis  in  fact  are  identified.  Percep¬ 
tions  are  presented  in  the  report  for  a  number  of  reasons.  First,  perceptions 
of  reality  form  the  basis  for  human  action.  Therefore,  they  constitute  our 
best  estimate  of  future  social  conditions  and  change  in  limited  geographic 
areas.  Second,  the  Roseau  study  has  been  portrayed  by  some  as  a  "typical" 
confrontation  between  "economic  development"  and  "natural  environment"  interests. 
This  analysis  is  simplistic  and  it  inaccurately  stereotypes  the  groups  involved 
and  the  interests  that  they  represent.  A  presentation  of  the  attitudes  and 
perceptions  of  the  key  participants  should  bring  the  real  interests  and  orienta¬ 
tions  more  clearly  into  focus.  This  should  assist  in  developing  a  plan  which 
can  be  supported  by  all  those  concerned  with  the  future  conditions  of  Roseau 
County.  Finally,  interviews  with  key  informants  (i.e.,  individuals  who  have 
special  knowledge  and  experience  and/or  formal  recognition  by  their  peers  as 
representative  experts)  constitute  an  empirically  acceptable  method  for  ascer¬ 
taining  the  beliefs,  values,  and  behavioral  motivations  of  an  area  and  provide 
valuable,  if  not  complete,  insights  into  its  social  system. 

12.  Local  officials,  bankers,  and  farmers  in  the  project  area  were  Interviewed 
in  January  1979.  These  key  informants  believe  that  fanners  who  have  lived  in 
the  area  all  their  lives  view  the  project  as  being  strictly  for  flood  control, 
not  for  drainage.  Their  most  frequently  voiced  concern  was  that  the  duration 
of  flooding  should  be  reduced  to  avoid  planting  delays  and  to  produce  higher 
crop  yields.  According  to  local  Soil  Conservation  Service  officials,  however, 
absentee  owners  and  large  landholders  who  have  recently  obtained  land  in  the 
area  may  believe  that  the  project  will  make  additional  drainage  feasible.  This 
class  of  landholder  (perhaps  10  percent  of  all  landowners  In  the  project  area) 
has  grown  significantly  in  the  past  10  years.  An  incorrect  perception  of  the 
project  may  lead  this  group  to  increase  their  efforts  to  clear  land,  slope  their 
fields,  and  extend  or  improve  ditches  if  the  project  is  constructed.  A  no  action 
alternative  could  eliminate  a  possible  undesirable  effect  on  the  natural  environ¬ 
ment  if  this  relatively  small  group  of  landowners  acted  on  their  belief. 

13.  Non-structured  interviews  of  greater  length  were  held  with  four  riparian 
landowners  in  the  county  to  obtain  their  perceptions  concerning  both  the  proposed 
and  no  action  alternatives.  One  reason  each  gave  for  requesting  flood  reduction 
assistance  was  the  need  to  reduce  the  annual  flooding  of  agricultural  lands  by 
about  15  days.  The  respondents  limited  this  objective  only  to  lands  already 

in  production.  They  did  not  extend  it  to  existing  wetlands,  did  not  view 
those  lands  as  potential  acreage  for  further  agricultural  expansion,  and  did 
not  perceive  further  drainage  of  wetlands  as  feasible  or  desirable.  The 
reasons  given  for  this  "limited"  objective  were  consistent  with,  and  supported 
by,  the  land  use  conditions  reported  in  paragraph  8. 

14.  Additional  interviews  were  conducted  with  three  key  local  residents.  All 
three  are  lifelong  farmers  in  the  county,  with  inheriting  farming  sons;  descend¬ 
ants  of  the  first  settler  families  of  the  county;  and  past  or  present  elected 
public  officials.  Each  objected  to  being  categorized  as  "pro-"  economic  develop¬ 
ment  and  "anti-"  environment  simply  because  they  support  the  Roseau  River 
project.  They  considered  such  stereotyping  to  be  an  inaccurate  perception  of 
their  needs,  intentions,  and  values,  as  well  as  logically  inconsistent  with 
their  families'  actions  in  the  area  over  the  last  several  generations.  They 
discussed  their  accomplishments  of  the  last  several  decades,  which  they  viewed 

as  a  successful  attempt  to  manage  their  lands  for  agricultural  economy,  natural 
space  integrity,  production,  and  aesthetic  enjoyment.  In  short,  they  perceive 
themselves  as  non-consumptive  users  and  caretakers,  rather  than  industrial 
entrepeneurs  interested  solely  in  optimal  short-term  economic  return. 
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15.  In  support  of  their  statements,  the  respondents  presented  a  number  of 
points  concerning  past  land-use  actions  in  the  area.  First,  they  claimed 
that  they  and  their  fathers  are  due  partial  credit  for  the  establishment  of 
the  61,000-acre  Roseau  River  Wildlife  Management  Area  and  for  the  develop¬ 
ment  of  Hays  Lake  State  Park.  Second,  they  cite  their  open  and  active 
opposition  to  a  proposed  transfer  of  10  sections  of  peat  land  from  the 
public  domain  to  private,  agricultural  use.  Third,  they  state  that  they 
have  viewed  with  dismay  past  successful  attempts  to  purchase  and  to  convert 
uncleared,  undrained  land  by  "outsiders"  who  have  engaged  in  speculative 
tillage  for  potential  resale  as  "quality"  farmland.  Finally,  they  cite  the 
belief  of  most  farmers  who  support  the  project  that  virtually  all  of  the 
agriculturally  desirable  lands  in  the  county  have  already  been  acquired, 
drained,  cleared,  and  planted.  In  their  opinion,  this  was  completed  from 
the  mid-1950's  to  early  1960's,  with  the  assistance  of  the  Soil  Conservation 
Service.  On  this  basis,  they  do  not  object  to  the  Reuss  Amendment,  which 
ended  U.S.  Department  of  Agriculture  cost-sharing  programs  for  drainage  of 
Type  3,  4,  and  5  wetlands. 

16.  Research  in  1978  by  the  St.  Paul  District  regarding  attitudes  of  farmers 
in  Renville  County,  Minnesota,  on  natural  resource  issues  and  drainage  actions 
indicated  that  farmers  are  not  only  businessmen  seeking  a  profit  from  their 
agricultural  investments,  but  they  are  also  concerned  about  environmental 
values.  This  research  suggested  that  attainment  of  a  "reasonable"  profit 

is  a  necessary  precondition  to  the  development  of  an  "environmental  ethic" 
among  farmers.  After  an  acceptable  level  of  economic  return  had  been  achieved, 
a  majority  of  farmers  favored  preservation  of  a  quality  environment,  and  opposed 
obtaining  additional  profits  through  environmentally  destructive  practices. 

These  results  are  believed  applicable  to  the  Roseau  River  area  and  point  out 
the  fallacy  of  interpreting  controversy  on  the  project  in  terms  of  economic 
development  versus  natural  environment.  Moreover,  these  results  indicate 
that  maintenance  of  the  project  area's  economic  base  is  critical  to  the  enlist¬ 
ment  of  local  support  for  natural  resource  preservation. 

17.  The  farmers  and  a  number  of  local  officials  who  were  interviewed  consider 
the  no  action  alternative  to  be  an  unfair  denial  of  a  limited,  legitimate 
request  for  assistance.  They  perceive  their  record  of  concern  and  stewardship 
over  the  natural  environment  in  Roseau  County  as  a  fine  one,  pointing  to  both 
the  proportion  and  quality  of  county  acreage  in  the  public  domain.  These 
project  supporters  also  wish  to  minimize  the  potential  harm  from  the  proposed 
action  upon  both  fishery  and  wetland  resources.  As  a  result,  they  have  expressed 
willingness  to  take  actions  recommended  by  the  government  to  preclude  encroach¬ 
ment  on  any  non-drained  lands  rendered  vulnerable  by  the  project. 

18.  These  key  informants  feel  that  the  project  plan  (1)  provides  needed 
relief  and  assistance  to  the  project  area  by  protecting  its  economic  base 
(i.e.,  farmlands);  (2)  has  sufficient  structural  and  institutional  controls 
to  protect  natural  resource  values;  and  (3)  includes  adequate  mitigation  for 
any  adverse  effects.  For  these  reasons,  choice  of  the  no  action  alternative 
would  be  seen  as  unfair  by  local  residents.  As  a  consequence,  several  influ¬ 
ential  local  individuals  have  Indicated  their  intention  to  withdraw  from 
positions  of  key  responsibility  for  conservation  and  enhancement  of  the  existing 
natural  areas  in  the  county  if  assistance  is  not  provided.  Whether  this 
potential  withdrawal  would  be  voluntary  or  forced  is  debatable.  The  power 

base  for  these  influential  citizens  resides  in  their  ability  to  obtain  the 


assistance  desired  by  their  "constituents."  If  they  fail  at  this  task,  their 
past  behaviors  of  protecting  the  natural  areas  could  be  viewed  locally  as 
concessions  to  those  groups  which  oppose  the  local  interest.  This  reaction 
would  reflect,  to  some  degree,  bitterness  toward  what  they  view  as  externally 
imposed  conservation  "extremism"  which  they  perceive  as  solely  serving  the 
recreational  pleasures  of  transient  city  dwellers  who  contribute  little  to 
the  local  area.  Local  officials  may  also  withdraw  political  support  for 
enforcement  of  existing  regulations  on  floodplain  development. 

19.  The  potential  for  withdrawal  of  local  support  for  conservationist 
practices  has  strong  implications  for  present  and  future  land  use  issues  in 
the  county,  given  recent  trtnds  toward  land  price  inflation,  absentee  agri¬ 
business,  and  entrepreneur  acquisition  of  presently  marginal  lands.  The 
perceived  result  of  withdrawal  would  be  the  shift  of  Roseau  County  from  a  com¬ 
paratively  well-managed  rural  area  towards  uncontrolled  exploitative  development 
and  consequent  deterioration  of  existing  natural  habitat. 

20.  Whether  local  reaction  to  selection  of  the  no  action  alternative  would 
result  in  an  anti-conservation  backlash  is  a  point  of  debate  between  the  several 
interests  involved.  Natural  environment  proponents  view  this  scenario  as  no 
more  than  a  veiled  threat,  with  little  relation  to  reality.  It  is  certainly 
the  case,  however,  that  a  substantial  minority  of  naturally  beneficial  lands 
within  Roseau  County  are  in  private  ownership  and  control,  and  have  potential 
for  being  adversely  affected  should  a  backlash  occur.  In  addition,  historic 
evidence  shows  that  individual,  uncoordinated  efforts  to  provide  flood  damage 
relief  are  often  the  alternatives  of  greatest  degradation,  especially  when 
those  instituting  these  measures  believe  that  other  single-use  representatives 
are  unresponsive  to  their  needs  for  protection. 

ALTERNATIVES  2  AND  3:  NON-STRUCTURAL  MEASURES 


21.  Although  four  non-structural  alternatives  were  evaluated,  only  two  were 
considered  feasible.  In  general,  non-structural  measures  only  apply  to  urban 
flooding  situations  and  for  the  most  part  do  not  reduce  damages  in  the  down¬ 
stream  agricultural  areas.  The  most  basic  non-structural  alternative  would 
be  the  implementation  of  a  plan  for  temporary  evacuation  of  the  floodplain 
when  flooding  was  predicted  by  the  flood  forecast  service  of  the  National 
Weather  Service.  Another  alternative  would  be  to  provide  emergency  protective 
measures  such  as  dikes  and  sandbags.  Emergency  protection  would  eliminate 
evacuation  unless  the  structures  were  in  danger  of  being  breached.  Flood¬ 
proofing  of  structures  could  be  accomplished  by  raising  the  main  level  of  the 
structure  above  the  surface  elevation  of  the  flood.  Many  of  the  impractical 
aspects  of  the  above  alternatives  could  be  eliminated  by  permanent  evacuation 
of  the  floodplain.  No  structural  damage  and  minimal  safety  hazards  would  then 
be  likely.  The  alternatives,  except  permanent  evacuation,  would  be  utilized 
in  conjunction  with  national  flood  Insurance  programs  (discussed  under  Alterna¬ 
tive  1). 
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ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACTS 


22.  Biological  impacts  would  be  minimal  for  most  non-structural  measures. 
Emergency  protection  would  be  the  only  alternative  with  any  significant  potential 
for  environmental  damage.  Emergency  levees  could  increase  river  sedimentation 
since  little  stabilization  of  the  raw  surfaces  would  be  likely.  Additionally, 
habitat  for  wildlife  might  be  buried  by  the  structures,  or  trees  and  brush 
might  be  cleared  to  provide  the  desired  alignment.  With  the  exception  of  tree 
clearing,  these  effects  should  be  temporary  (during  the  flooding) .  However, 
emergency  structures  are  often  left  in  place,  due  to  the  cost  of  removal  and 

the  likelihood  of  replacing  them  the  following  year. 

23.  A  gain  in  wildlife  habitat  could  result  from  abandonment  of  the  floodplain. 
Urban  open  space  and  greenbelt  would  increase.  Reduced  runoff  of  residential 
fertilizers  and  pesticides  would  result  in  a  moderate  improvement  of  water 
quality  in  the  area.  One  potential  impact  of  all  these  non-structural  measures 
would  be  difficult  to  predict:  if  residents  were  not  satisfied  with  the  degree 
of  protection  offered  by  such  measures,  they  might  take  independent  action  to 
achieve  flood  protection.  Some  residents  have  already  Installed  dikes  or 
floodwalls  in  the  project  area.  If  no  regard  were  given  to  engineering,  envi¬ 
ronmental,  and  aesthetic  considerations,  such  structures  could  cause  significant 
impacts.  Sedimentation,  elevated  turbidity,  destruction  of  terrestrial  and 
aquatic  habitat,  and  interference  with  drainage  patterns  and  river  capacity 
could  be  expected.  Other  Impacts  would  be  dependent  on  the  extent  of  the 
actions  taken. 

24.  Most  of  the  impacts  associated  with  non-structural  flood  control  measures 
would  be  socio-economic.  Flood  warning  and  temporary  evacuation  or  floodproofing 
would  not  prevent  flooding  and  the  disruptions  to  everyday  life  associated  with 
it.  Floodproofing  would  prevent  damage;  however,  normal  life  patterns  in  times 

of  flood  would  still  be  somewhat  disrupted.  If  successful,  emergency  measures 
would  protect  homes,  businesses,  and  institutions.  This  alternative  would  re¬ 
quire  mobilization  <of  city  government  personnel  and  volunteers  plus  a  significant 
commitment  of  community  resources  for  each  flood  event  and  would  seriously  dis¬ 
rupt  normal  community  activities  and  commerce. 

25.  Permanent  evacuation  would  eliminate  these  problems,  but  community  cohesion 
would  be  reduced  by  relocation  of  established  neighborhoods.  Businesses 
operating  at  marginal  levels  might  close.  Some  residents  and  businesses 

might  leave  the  area,  adversely  affecting  community  growth.  Property  values 
could  Increase  in  areas  placed  in  demand  as  a  result  of  abandonment  of  the 
floodplain.  Floodproofed  property  could  increase  in  value  if  it  no  longer 
sustains  damage.  Tax  revenue  would  be  lost  where  property  was  abandoned, 
but  the  Increase  in  value  of  property  that  no  longer  sustains  flood  damage 
could  be  reassessed  to  generate  more  revenue. 
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26.  Employment  opportunities  would  increase  during  floods  if  emergency  pro¬ 
tection  were  instituted.  Likewise,  the  floodproofing  of  buildings  could  increase 
employment  in  the  building  trades.  Some  loss  of  employment  could  result  from 
migration  of  businesses  out  of  the  local  area. 

27.  The  flood  warning/ temporary  evacuation  alternative  would  mean  continued 
anxiety  for  the  residents  during  flood  seasons  and  community  disruptions  during 
actual  floods.  Damages  would  remain  high  since  fixed  developments  such  as  homes, 
businesses,  utilities,  schools,  and  agricultural  lands  would  remain  subject  to 
flooding.  Only  the  most  portable  personal  belongings  could  be  saved.  Flood 
warning/temporary  evacuation  was,  therefore,  rejected  as  a  feasible  alternative. 

28.  Emergency  protection  would  provide  greater  flood  control  benefits  than 
flood  warning/temporary  evacuation.  Flood  damages  to  the  city  of  Roseau  and 

to  rural  roads  and  bridges  could  be  reduced  through  implementation  of  emergency 
measures.  Such  measures  would  require  expenditures  during  each  flood  season, 
and  could  have  significant  environmental  impacts.  Undue  confidence  in  the 
integrity  of  temporary  structures  could  lead  to  a  dangerous  situation  in  areas 
afforded  emergency  protection.  Emergency  measures  would  not  eliminate  or  even 
significantly  reduce  damages  to  crops  and  rural  property,  which  total  81  percent 
of  the  damages  in  the  project  area.  Because  of  the  significant  environmental 
impacts  and  the  inadequacy  of  protection  from  emergency  measures,  this  alternative 
was  also  removed  from  consideration  as  an  alternative. 

29.  The  floodproofing  alternative  and  the  permanent  evacuation  alternative 
could  each  provide  a  permanent  solution  to  urban  flooding.  Each  alternative 
would  require  alteration  to  use  of  the  floodplain  in  the  city  of  Roseau,  at 
significant  costs.  These  alternatives  would  avoid  the  environmental  consequences 
of  emergency  measures.  As  with  emergency  action,  however,  little  or  no  flood 
control  benefits  could  be  provided  for  those  areas  subject  to  flooding  of  crops 
and  rural  property.  Floodproofing  was  designated  Alternative  2;  permanent  evacu¬ 
ation,  Alternative  3.  These  alternatives  were  evaluated  and  are  displayed  in 
the  comparison  matrix  (Table  1) . 

STRUCTURAL  ALTERNATIVES 

30.  Structural  methods  of  flood  control  would  not  only  decrease  the  frequency 
flood  damages  but  also  the  duration  of  flooding.  Since  the  growing  season 

is  short  in  northwestern  Minnesota,  any  reduction  in  flood  duration  improves 
opportunities  for  crop  development  during  the  frost-free  season.  Several 
methods  of  accomplishing  the  project  purposes  have  been  identified.  Each 
has  advantages  and  disadvantages,  but  some  lack  economic  feasibility  or  are 
not  supported  by  the  local  sponsor.  Alternatives  lacking  feasibility  are 
only  briefly  discussed  below.  Feasible  alternatives  are  discussed  below, 
identified  by  number,  and  displayed  in  a  matrix  (Table  1  ). 
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Includes  $3,649 ,000  for  an  Increase  in  mitigation  costs  in  Canada  recommended  by  the  International 
nt  Commission  and  $^487  ,000  for  features  developed  in  coordination  with  MnDNR  and  US  FWS  to  offset 
ihsry  end  wildlife  losses. 

Includes  $59,000  for  lands  added  to  accommodate  mitigation  features. 


INFEASIBLE  STRUCTURAL  ALTERNATIVES 
Roseau  Lake 


31.  The  area  known  as  Roseau  Lake  (Exhibit  ?C)  was  considered  for  development 
as  an  impoundment.  This  area  is  the  junction  of  the  Roseau  River  and  Pine  and 
Sprague  Creeks,  two  major  tributaries.  Until  it  was  drained  for  agricultural 
purposes  in  the  early  1900's,  it  served  as  a  natural  retention  basin,  impounding 
and  slowly  releasing  floodwaters. 

32.  It  would  be  necessary  to  construct  dikes  and  an  impoundment  structure  for 
Roseau  Lake  to  function  as  a  flood  control  Impoundment.  In  addition,  the  im¬ 
poundment  alone  trould  not  provide  any  flood  protection  upstream.  To  protect 
Roseau  from  floods,  it  would  be  necessary  to  modify  the  channel  between  the 
lake  and  Roseau  to  increase  its  capacity.  This  modification  wo 'old  be  virtually 
the  same  as  that  in  the  proposed  plan. 

33.  Since  the  Roseau  Lake  basin  is  shallow,  a  substantial  area  (approximately 
27,000  acres)  would  be  required  for  impoundment  of  floodwaters.  A  second 
alternative  was  identified  which  would  include  a  second  impoundment  on  Sprague 
Creek.  However,  to  achieve  an  approximate  1-foot  reduction  in  depth  and  a 
1,700-acre  reduction  in  size  of  Roseau  Lake,  impoundment  would  require  $12,000,000 
for  the  construction  of  a  Sprague  Creek  impoundment.  As  a  result,  the  Sprague 
Creek  impoundment  would  not  be  economically  feasible.  Additionally,  the  Roseau 
Lake  impoundment  would  flood  areas  protected  by  the  proposed  project.  The  local 
sponsor  is  unable  and  unwilling  to  provide  required  flooding  rights  for  this 
alternative,  and  this  alternative  lacks  economic  feasibility. 

Bla  Swamp 

34.  Another  alternative  investigated  would  involve  construction  of  an  impound¬ 
ment  in  the  area  known  as  the  Big  Swamp.  The  Big  Swamp  extends  from  the  downstream 
end  of  the  Duxby  Levee  to  State  Ditch  51  (Exhibit  2A  and  2B).  Neither  the  city  of 
Roseau  nor  the  rural  area  upstream  would  receive  any  flood  damage  reduction  from  this 
river  impoundment  alone,  so  channel  modification  would  be  required  for  the  river 
between  Roseau  and  the  impoundment.  A  Big  Swamp  Impoundment  would  provide 

flood  protection  for  areas  downstraam,  prevent  any  increase  in  flows  into 
Canada  resulting  from  the  project,  and  provide  a  conservation  pool  for  wild¬ 
life.  Extensive  dike  construction  would  be  required  to  form  an  Impoundment 
because  of  the  flat  topography  of  the  area.  The  depth  and  duration  of  inun¬ 
dation  of  an  impoundment  in  Big  Swamp  would  be  significantly  increased  over 
depth  and  duration  of  overbank  flows  occurring  under  existing  conditions. 

35.  Benefits  for  wildlife  would  accrue  from  an  impoundment  but  with  a  signi¬ 
ficant  loss  or  alternation  of  existing  habitat.  Mitigation  requirements  are 
likely  to  be  substantial.  Although  this  alternative  appears  to  demonstrate 
economic  feasibility  at  the  3*t- percent  Interest  rate,  implementation  would 
require  reauthorization  by  Congress.  Because  recalculation  of  the  benefit/ 
cost  (B/C)  ratio  at  the  current  interest  rate  would  be  necessary,  the  project 
would  no  longer  be  feasible. 

Urban  Protection 

36.  Increased  urban  protection  of  Roseau  was  also  investigated.  Two  levels 
of  protection  (50-year  and  100- year)  were  reviewed.  Channel  enlargement  up¬ 
stream  of  the  existing  dam  and  appropriate  enlargement  downstream  would  provide 
protection  from  a  50-year  flood.  It  would  be  necessary  to  construct  flood 
barriers,  levees,  and  interior  drainage  facilities  to  provide  100-year  protection; 
and  flows  in  excess  of  design  capacity  could  cause  very  large  damages  due  to 
overtopping  of  structures.  Both  alternatives  lack  economic  feasibility.  Present 
construction  costs  and  Interest  rates  would  further  reduce  economic  feasibility. 


11 


FEASIBLE  STRUCTURAL  ALTERNATIVES 


Alternative  4;  Channel  Modification  (Selected  Plan) 

Project  Description 

37.  In  the  selected  plan,  flood  control  would  be  achieved  by  widening  the 
channel  along  one  banjc  from  the  dam  In  the  city  of  Roseau  to  within  2-*t  miles 

of  the  Canadian  border  (Exhibit  2A,  2B,  2C).  Bottom  widths  of  the  widened  channel 
would  vary  between  48  and  114  feet,  depending  on  the  capacity  required  for  each 
reach.  Channel  capacity  would  vary  between  1,150  and  9,500  cubic  feet  per  second 
(cfs).  A  typical  cross  section  of  the  widened  channel  is  shown  In  Exhibit  3. 

38.  The  river  reach  extending  from  State  Ditch  51  downstream  to  the  lower  pro¬ 
ject  limit  would  be  excavated  with  an  elevated  channel  bottom.  The  lower  limit 
of  excavation  would  be  set  2  feet  above  the  river  bottom  at  the  hydraulic  control 
points  (shallowest  areas).  Channel  widths  would  vary  between  98  and  185  feet. 

39.  A  similar  method  of  excavation  would  be  used  in  approximately  10  percent 
(300  to  500  foot  reaches)  of  the  Big  Swamp  reach  (State  Ditch  51  to  the  down¬ 
stream  limit  of  the  Duxby  levee),  with  the  exception  of  the  lower  2  miles  where 
four  reaches  (250  feet  each)  would  be  left  unexcavated.  This  design  would  pre¬ 
vent  excavation  of  the  majority  of  the  existing  hydraulic  control  points  without 
altering  the  overall  hydraulic  design  characteristics  within  Big  Swamp.  In  this 
manner,  the  proposed  discharges  into  Canada  will  remain  unchanged  from  previous 
agreements.  (Elevated  channel  construction  for  this  reach  Is  also  discussed  in 
paragraph  107.)  A  typical  cross  section  and  location  list  are  shown  In  Exhibit  3. 

40.  Except  in  the  city  of  Roseau  where  space  Is  limited,  the  excavated  mater¬ 
ial  would  be  distributed  along  the  river  in  uniformly  shaped  piles  set  back 
from  the  edge  of  the  completed  channel  from  20  to  92  feet,  depending  on  founda¬ 
tion  stability  conditions.  Disposal  piles  would  be  graded  to  Improve  drainage 
and  appearance,  and  the  rlverward  sides  of  the  piles  would  be  seeded  and/or 
planted  with  grasses,  brush,  and/or  trees  following  construction  to  improve 
bank  stability  and  provide  wildlife  cover.  Berms  between  disposal  piles  and 
channel  slopes,  plus  the  slopes  themselves  would  be  seeded  only  with  grasses. 

In  the  Roseau  Wildlife  Management  Area,  revegetation  would  consist  of  quarter-mile 
strips  of  shrub  plantings  alternating  with  quarter-mile  strips  of  clover  and  grass. 
These  plantings  would  be  made  on  the  rlverward  slope,  top,  and  landward  side  of 
the  disposal  pile. 

41.  Channel  cutoffs  totalling  approximately  5  miles  In  length  would  be  installed 
at  eight  locations  to  bypass  approximately  11-3/4  miles  of  existing  channels 
during  high  flows  (Exhibit  2A,  2B,  2C).  Although  the  proposed  cutoffs  are  numbered 
from  1  to  10,  Cutoffs  2  and  4  have  been  deleted  and  Cutoff  10  consists  of  2 
section 8.  Diversion  structures,  consisting  of  rock-filled  gabion  baskets  over 
earth  fill,  would  be  placed  In  the  constructed  cutoff  channel  to  divert 

low  and  normal  flows  through  the  existing  channel  (Exhibit  5).  The  existing  channel 
would  not  require  excavation. 

42.  Levees  would  be  installed  at  two  locations.  (A  typical  cross  section  Is 
shown  In  Exhibit  3.)  The  proposed  1. 9-mile  long  Kittson  County  levee  would 
join  an  existing  levee  at  the  Canadian  border  (Exhibit  2A).  A  5.8-mile  levee 
would  be  constructed  in  the  vlclni.y  of  Duxby  (Exhibit  2B)  along  the  south  bank. 

The  alignment  of  this  levee  has  been  changed  to  preserve  the  existing  channel 
at  Cutoff  5.  A  continuous  disposal  bank  between  2  and  4  feet  high  would  be 
placed  along  Cutoff  9  to  prevent  high  flows  from  reaching  adjacent  fields. 
Continuous  disposal  banks  would  be  placed  along  Cutoff  8  (north  side)  and  along 
the  south  bank  from  the  west  (downstream  limit)  of  the  Duxby  levee  to  the  west 
limit  of  Section  22  (Badger  Creek  area).  These  disposal  piles  would  be  placed 
so  that  the  Minnesota  Department  of  Natural  Resources  (MDNR)  may  use  them  in 
the  future  for  construction  of  waterfowl  Impoundments. 
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43.  Six  (2-7)  of  Che  thirteen  existing  oxbows  (formed  by  earlier  channelization) 
would  be  plugged  at  both  the  inlets  and  the  outlets.  Permanent  plugs  at  the 
inlets  would  be  one-half  of  the  bank  height  to  control  sedimentation  of  the  inlet. 
Outlet  plugs  would  be  low  structures  with  drawdown  capability  for  water  level 
management.  The  outlet  plug  for  oxbow  7  would  be  located  approximately  225  yards 
landward.  Other  oxbows  (1,  8-10)  would  be  left  open  at  the  outlets  to  allow  access 
by  fish  for  spawning.  Temporary  plugs  would  be  placed  at  the  Inlets  to  pre¬ 
vent  sedimentation  during  construction.  Oxbows  12  and  13  would  not  be  modified. 
Oxbow  13  has  an  artesian  water  supply  and  is  no  longer  connected  to  the  river. 
Typical  oxbow  plugs  are  shown  in  Exhibit  6. 

44.  Structures  would  be  placed  in  the  river  at  58  locations  in  reaches  where 
it  is  not  possible  to  provide  an  elevated  channel.  These  structures  would 
partially  compensate  for  fish  habitat  destroyed  by  excavation.  A  gabion  wing 
deflector  would  be  built  out  from  the  bank.  The  remaining  channel  bottom 
(which  would  contain  the  concentrated  flow)  and  the  opposite  channel  bank 
would  be  protected  with  riprap.  Large  rocks  would  be  randomly  distributed  on 
the  channel  bottom.  Immediately  downstream  of  the  structure,  a  hole  would  be 
excavated  and  lined  with  riprap.  Cross  sectional  and  perspective  views  of 
these  structures  as  well  as  their  locations  are  shown  on  Exhibit  7. 

45.  Work  would  be  done  at  most  of  the  outlets  of  87  ditches  which  are  tribu¬ 
tary  to  the  river.  The  purpose  of  the  work  would  be  to  control  erosion  and 
prevent  project-induced  drainage  resulting  from  lowering  of  ditch  outlets 
made  possible  because  of  the  lowered  water  surface  profile.  Ditches  would  be 
fixed  at  their  hydraulic  control  point.  The  types  of  structures  are  illustrated 
in  Exhibit  8. 

46.  A  total  of  1,882  acres  would  be  affected  by  the  proposed  project.  Acreage 
affected  would  comprise  575  acres  of  agricultural  land,  690  acres  of  woodland, 
and  620  acres  of  wetland. 

47.  Federal  first  costs  would  be  $23,000,000,  and  non-Federal  costs  would  be 
$1,140,000,  for  a  total  cost  of  $24,140,000,  and  an  average  annual  cost  of 
$1,033,800  (October  1980  price  levels,  3-1/4  percent  Interest).  Average  an¬ 
nual  benefits  are  estimated  at  $1,274,000.  The  benefit/cost  ratio  would  be 
1.23  to  1  (See  Table  1A) . 

Environmental  Impacts 

48.  The  FEIS  contains  a  complete  discussion  of  the  Impacts  of  this  alternative 
(see  sections  4*000  and  5*000).  A  summary  of  impacts  is  presented  in  the  fol- 
lowing  paragraphs.  Since  all  structural  alternatives  are  variations  of  this 
plan,  the  description  provided  here  is  more  detailed  and  may  be  referenced  for 
Alternatives  5,  6,  and  7. 

49.  A  temporary  but  significant  Increase  in  turbidity  would  occur  during  con¬ 
struction  activities.  Excavation  would  introduce  silt  and  clay  from  the  river 
bottom  into  the  water,  making  it  more  turbid  than  normal.  Until  the  new  banks 
become  stabilized  by  vegetation,  greater  movement  of  sediment  into  the 

would  occur  than  at  present.  Following  construction  activities,  grasses,. brush, 
and  trees  would  be  planted  to  reduce  this  impact.  Additionally,  turbidity  uy 
be  increased  due  to  channel  scour  as  the  modified  reaches  of  the  river  establish 
a  new  loir-flow  channel  within  the  excavated  channel* 

50.  The  proprosed  project  could  also  modify  existing  water  temperatures. 

Clearing  of  riparian  vegetation,  reducing  depth,  and  increasing  the  surface 
area  would  cause  the  water  to  respond  more  quickly  to  changes  in  ambient  air 
temperatures,  especially  during  low-flow  conditions.  This  would  result  from 
increased  insolation  (exposure  to  sunlight}  during  the  day  and  increased 
reradlatlon  (heat  emitted  as  a  result  of  previous  absorption)  during  the 
night.  Seasonal  as  well  as  daily  temperature  fluctuations  would  be  greater 


due  to  these  effects.  Proposed  revegetation  plantings  would  not  reduce  thi* 
impact  because  the  plantings  would  be  further  from  the  channel  than  the  exist¬ 
ing  woodlands. 


si  With  increased  temperatures,  the  solubility  of  oxygen  in  water  decreases. 
Increased  stream  temperatures  would  tend  to  reduce  naturally-occurring  oxygen 
concentrations.  Reduced  turbulence  resulting  from  the  proposed  modifications 
would  also  tend  to  reduce  oxygen  concentrations  by  reducing  contact  between 
air  and  water.  In  addition  to  direct  effects  on  dissolved  oxygen  (DO),  in- 
creases  in  stream  temperatures  would  increase  the  physiological  (respiration; 
rates  of  aquatic  organisms.  This  would  increase  oxygen  consumption  and  could 
decrease  stream  oxygen  concentrations  if  turbulent  mixing  did  not  y  com 
pensate  for  the  increased  demand. 


52.  Riparian  vegetation  provides  organic  matter  in  the  form  of  leaves  and 
woody  debris  which  forms  the  energy  and  food  base  for  th®  river  e£osyste“* 
The  river  fauna  are  dependent  on  this  source,  because,  unlike  a  lake,  a  river 


does  not  produce  much  of  its  own  energy.  In  a  lake,  the  large  unshaded  area 
of  water  and  lack  of  water  movement  allow  the  lake  to  absorb  sunlight  that 
supports  the  growth  of  algae  and  vascular  plants  which  form  the  food  base. 
Organic  input  to  support  the  faunal  community  would  be  reduced  by  approximately 
50  percent  through  the  clearing  of  riparian  vegetation  along  one  bank.  A 
reduction  in  the  carrying  capacity  (ability  to  support  life)  of  the  river 
would  be  expected  to  result  from  the  reduction  of  the  energy/food  base. 


53.  Surface  runoff  from  the  watershed  contains  nutrients  (fertilizer  residues, 
etc.)  which  enter  the  aquatic  system.  Nutrients  usually  identified  as  potential 
causes  of  eutrophication  are  nitrates  and  phosphates.  Nitrates  are  leached 
from  the  soil  fairly  readily;  phosphates  are  subject  to  less  leaching  loss 

but  are  carried  on  eroded  particles. 

54.  As  a  result  of  reduced  flooding  and  shorter  contact  time  between  water 
and  soil  in  the  watershed,  nutrient  additions  to  the  river  that  directly 
resuxt  from  the  increased  channel  capacity  would  probably  be  reduced.  Indirect 
effects  of  the  project,  however,  such  as  land-use  changes  and  intensified 
agricultural  practices,  could  actually  Increase  inputs  to  the  river  during 
certain  periods.  Effects  of  the  enrichment  of  the  aquatic  system  would  be 
reflected  mainly  in  stagnant  water  areas  such  as  existing  oxbows.  Silt  and 
organic  material  may  accumulate  in  the  upstream  ends  of  reaches  bypassed 
during  high  flow  and  exert  an  oxygen  demand  on  the  water. 

55.  Nutrients  would  be  supplied  to  these  areas  from  surface  runoff  of  adjacent 
areas.  The  effect  of  nutrient  additions  (enrichment)  to  streams  is  not  well 
documented  and  can  vary  depending  upon  factors  such  as  temperature,  discharge 
turbidity,  magnitude  of  Inputs,  and  existing  nutrient  concentrations  in  the 
water.  Generally,  nutrient  additions  provide  stimulus  for  the  growth  of 
aquatic  plants  and  result  in  changes  in  the  species  of  plants  present.  Along 
with  increased  light  and  temperature  due  to  removal  of  riparian  vegetation, 
enrichment  would  encourage  the  development  of  aquatic  macrophytes  and  algae, 
especially  in  areas  of  low  water  velocity.  Large  standing  crops  of  aquatic 
plants  could  exert  added  demands  on  the  dissolved  oxygen  during  the  night  as 

a  result  of  their  respiration. 

56.  The  ability  of  a  particular  environment  to  support  a  wide  range  of  organ¬ 
isms  is  directly  related  to  its  diversity  (lntersperslon)  of  the  habitat  types. 
The  quality  of  the  riverine  environment  depends  upon  a  wide  range  of  physical 
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and  chemical  factors  and  their  infinite  combinations  of  interactions.  These 
interactions  result  in  a  continuum  of  more  or  less  discrete  habitats  that  pro¬ 
vide  the  conditions  necessary  for  the  support  of  a  diverse  assemblage  of  plants 
and  animals.  Important  factors  that  influence  the  quality  of  the  riverine 
system  are  temperature,  geology,  gradient,  land  use,  and  riparian  vegetation. 

57.  The  major  action  of  the  proposed  project,  excavating  the  river  channel, 
would  have  two  immediate  effects:  (1)  to  destroy  some  organisms  immediately, 
such  as  benthic  Invertebrates,  and  (2)  to  increase  the  uniformity  of  habitat 
along  the  reach  of  the  river  subjected  to  the  construction  activities. 

58.  Modifications  associated  with  this  project  would  cause  a  significant  loss 
of  existing  aquatic  and  terrestrial  habitat  as  well  as  deterioration  of  the 
aesthetic  qualities  of  this  reach  of  the  river. 

59.  The  greater  unformity  of  aquatic  habitat  would  result  from  the  destruc¬ 
tion  -of  the  existing  sequence  of  pools  and  riffles.  Riffles  are  typically 
production  areas  for  invertebrates  that  provide  food  for  fish,  while  pools 
provide  cover  and  resting  areas.  Eliminating  the  variability  of  the  channel 
would  decrease  the  carrying  capacity  or  production  potential  of  the  river. 
Additionally,  fish  with  specific  habitat  requirements  would  decline  in  numbers, 
allowing  an  increase  in  the  production  of  the  more  tolerant  or  rough  fish 
species. 


Measures  To  Reduce  Impacts 

60.  Several  measures  were  added  to  the  proposed  project  to  reduce  impacts  or 
to  provide  some  replacement  habitat.  (The  addition  of  these  mett&wres  for*  »ihe 
basis  for  this  supplement.)  The  choice  of  measures  was  limits  >7  the  follow¬ 
ing  project  constraints: 

a.  No  increase  in  flows  into  the  Two  Rivers  basin  would  be  permitted.  (A 
nearly  non-existent  basin  boundary  in  the  Big  Swamp  area  permits  flows  from  the 
Roseau  River  basin  to  cross  into  the  Two  Rivers  basin  during  flood  periods.) 

b.  Only  moderate  increases  in  flow  would  be  permitted  at  the  International 
boundary,  (These  adverse  effects  have  been  studied  by  the  International  Joint 
Commission,  whose  report  will  provide  the  basis  for  negotiations  with  Canada  to 
determine  payments  to  be  made  to  Canada  for  mitigation  works.  These  negotiations 
will  result  in  a  signed  International  agreement  which  will  fix  a  payment  schedule 
based  on  this  aspect  of  the  project’s  hydrologic  design.) 

61.  Following  coordination  of  the  FEIS,  concerns  arose  regarding  the  amount 
of  information  available  to  determine  Impacts  on  the  Roseau  River  fishery. 

To  allay  these  concerns  and  to  supplement  surveys  conducted  by  the  Minnesota 
Department  of  Natural  Resources  (MDNR),  the  St.  Paul  District,  Corps  of 
Engineers  contracted  the  University  of  Minnesota  to  conduct  a  fisheries  survey 
of  the  Roseau  River  in  October  1978. 

62.  In  this  survey,  the  project  area  was  divided  into  reaches  based  on  channel 
morphology,  gradient,  and  entrance  of  tributaries.  Individual  runs  within  the 
reaches  were  selected  to  provide  samples  from  all  representative  habitat  type* 
within  each  reach.  Fish  were  collected  by  pulsed  direct  current  electrofishing 
(both  day  and  night)  and  by  seining.  Observations  of  water  depth  and  velocity, 
substrate,  vegetation,  and  cover  were  made  for  each  run. 
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63.  Game  fish  comprised  50  percent  of  the  number  (walleye  28  percent,  northern 
pike  22  percent)  and  53  percent  of  the  weight  (walleye  24  percent,  northern 
pike  29  percent)  of  fish  caught  by  electrofishing.  White  suckers  were  the 
predominant  species  in  the  catch  (47  percent  by  number  and  42  percent  by  weight). 
These  results  far  exceed  the  statewide  average  of  14  percent  by  number  and  10 
percent  by  weight  for  the  proportion  of  game  fish  in  an  electrofishing  sample. 
However,  the  results  generally  agree  with  the  findings  of  previous  surveys  of 
this  fishery  conducted  by  the  MDNR.  An  analysis  of  the  Roseau  River  fishery 
has  been  included  in  the  General  Design  Memorandum,  Supplement  No.  2,  Appendix  A. 


64.  The  numerical  catch  per  effort  (CPE),  the  number  of  fish  caught  corrected 
for  the  time  required  to  catch  them,  indicates  the  general  distribution  of  fish 
along  the  length  of  the  river.  Northern  pike  were  found  in  greatest  concentra¬ 
tions  in  and  around  the  Big  Swamp  south  of  the  Roseau  River  State  Wildlife 
Management  Area,  where  the  river  is  shallow  and  has  substantial  aquatic  vege¬ 
tation  (Table  2).  The  fewest  northern  pike  were  found  in  the  furthest  downstream 
reach  in  the  United  States  near  the  Canadian  border.  This  reach  has  a  higher 
gradient  than  upstream  sections  and  a  gravelly  bottom  with  scattered  large 
rocks.  The  greatest  number  of  walleyes  were  found  in  this  reach  and,. to  a 
slightly  lesser  extent,  in  the  next  two  reaches  upstream.  Walleyes  were  also 
abundant  in  the  reach  below  the  Roseau  Dam  which,  in  some  respects,  is  similar 

to  the  downstream  reaches  previously  mentioned.  (See  Exhibits  2A,  B,  and  C.) 

65.  The  information  on  distribution  and  abundance  was  used  to  design  measures 
to  reduce  the  project  impacts  on  the  fishery. 


TABLE  2.  CATCH  PER  UNIT  EFFORT  (NO  /HR.)  OF  SPECIES  COLLECTED  BY  ELECTROFISHING 


Reach3 

Timeb 

Northern 

Pike 

Walleye 

White 

Sucker 

Northern 

Redhorse 

Trout- 

Perch 

Black 

Bullhead 

Carp 

Sauger 

Total 

1 

2.33 

14.1 

31.3 

48.0 

1.3 

3.4 

0 

0.4 

0.4 

99.0 

2 

1.14 

13.2 

12.3 

5.3 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

31.7 

3 

2.26 

19.9 

24.3 

36.2 

1.8 

1.8 

0.4 

0 

0 

84.8 

4 

3.21 

21.8 

13.7 

31.5 

0 

0.9 

0 

0 

0 

68.0 

6 

1.16 

35.5 

4.3 

52.8 

0 

2.6 

0 

0 

0 

95.2 

7 

1.80 

23.9 

43.9 

55.0 

0 

1.7 

0 

0 

0 

124.5 

8 

0.26 

19.0 

49.5 

194.1 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

262.6 

9 

0.70 

5.8 

51.8 

38.8 

10.1  - 

»  f 

5.8 

0 

0 

0 

112.8 

foal 

12. as 

19.9 

24.8 

41.9 

*» 

lsl 

1.9 

0.1 

0.1 

0.1 

89.9 

•This  table  omits  Reach  5  because  it  is  an  oxbow  rather  than  part  of  the  main 
river  channel  and  it  is  not  accessible  by  boat. 

^Actual  hours  of  electro fishing. 
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Cutoff  Diversion  Structures 

66.  The  11-3/4  miles  of  river  channel  bypassed  by  cutoff  channels  were  ori¬ 
ginally  intended  to  be  plugged  to  form  oxbows.  These  oxbows  would  receive 
water  only  during  spring  runoff.  Many  of  the  nine  reaches  would  be  too  deep 
to  provide  good  waterfowl  habitat,  but  most  would  also  be  too  shallow  to  pro¬ 
vide  fish  habitat  that  would  not  be  subject  to  winterkill.  In  the  selected 
plan,  however,  plugs  would  be  deleted;  and  a  gabion  and  earth-fill  diversion 
structure  would  be  placed  in  each  new  cutoff  channel.  Normal  and  low  flows 
would  be  routed  down  the  existing  river  channel,  and  only  high  flows  would 
pass  down  the  new  cutoff.  Because  approximately  11-3/4  miles  of  river  channel 
would  be  essentially  undisturbed,  existing  fish  habitat  would  be  preserved 
in  those  reaches. 

Elevated  Channel 

67.  The  fishery  investigations  discussed  above  indicated  that  the  reach  from 
the  downstream  limit  of  Big  Swamp  to  the  downstream  limit  of  the  project 
(approximately  6  miles)  was  utilized  primarily  by  walleye.  The  substrate 
(glacial  till  with  large  rocks)  and  the  gradient  (highest  in  the  project  area) 
may  be  used  by  walleye  for  spawning.  To  protect  this  area,  the  proposed  plan 
was  modified  to  leave  the  low-flow  channel  undisturbed  by  setting  the  lower 
limit  of  excavation  2  feet  above  the  channel  bottom  at  its  shallowest  points 
(hydraulic  controls) .  In  other  words,  excavation  would  not  disturb  at  least 

2  feet,  and  usually  3  to  4  feet,  of  the  channel  bank  and  the  river  bottom. 

As  a  result,  the  channel  which  contains  the  river  during  normal  and  low  flows 
would  remain  intact.  A  wider  excavation  would,  however,  be  required  to  provide 
the  same  design  capacity  as  the  previous  plan. 

68.  The  same  method  of  excavation  could  not  be  applied  to  the  next  upstream 
reach,  the  Big  Swamp  (approximately  12  miles)  without  increasing  the  flow 
into  Canada.  It  would,  however,  be  possible  to  employ  this  method  for 
approximately  10  percent  of  the  reach  (300  to  500  foot  reaches).  It  was 
further  determined  that  four  reaches  of  250  feet  each  could  be  left  completely 
undisturbed  in  the  lower  2  miles  of  the  Big  Swamp  reach.  Locations  of  these 
reaches  are  listed  in  Exhibit  3. 

69.  Avoiding  excavation  of  the  riverbed  would  eliminate  most  of  the  signifi¬ 
cant  impacts  of  channelization.  Turbidity  would  not  increase  because  of  river¬ 
bed  disturbance  since  excavation  would  be  dry.  A  wider  land  area  would  be 
exposed,  but  proper  treatment  and  revegetation  would  reduce  erosion  from  rain¬ 
fall  or  flooding. 

70.  Clearing  of  riparian  vegetation  would  be  greater  with  this  excavation 
method  due  to  the  greater  width.  The  river  would  receive  no  greater  impact 
since  trees  shading  the  river  would  be  eliminated  in  either  case.  In  addition, 
the  greater  clearing  may  further  reduce  the  organic  input  to  the  river  but 
probably  not  in  proportion  to  the  area  cleared  because  trees  farther  from  the 
river  do  not  provide  as  much  organic  input  as  those  on  the  bank.  The  impact 
on  wildlife  habitat  would  increase.  There  would  be  a  greater  loss  to  cavity¬ 
nesting  waterfowl  and  upland  birds  as  well  as  a  loss  of  cover  and  interruption 
of  dispersal  corridors  which  connect  areas  utilized  by  deer  and  moose. 
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71.  Removal  of  these  woody  fringes  could  therefore  adversely  affect  the 
populations  of  upland  birds  and  mammals.  The  rivervard  side  of  the  dis¬ 
posal  piles,  on  private  land,  would  be  planted  with  shrubs  and  trees  to  re¬ 
place  some  of  the  lost  habitat.  In  those  reaches  where  the  project  would 
adjoin  public  land  (MDNR,  Wildlife  Management  Area),  the  landward  side  and 
the  top  of  the  disposal  piles  would  be  planted  following  a  plan  developed  by 
the  MDNR  and  the  Corps  of  Engineers  to  provide  selected  types  of  wildlife 
habitat. 

72.  Retaining  the  existing  channel  width  would  reduce  the  change  in  the 
temperature  and  oxygen  regime.  Water  depth  and  surface  area  would  remain 
as  they  are  now  and,  aside  from  the  lack  of  shade,  would  not  contribute  to 
increased  temperatures  or  temperature  variations.  If  temperature  changes 
would  be  less  pronounced,  dissolved  oxygen  concentrations  would  decrease  less 
than  with  the  original  channel  modification.  Also,  if  the  surface  area  were 
hot  increased,  aquatic  plants  and  algal  growth  would  not  increase. 

73.  In  areas  where  the  channel  bottom  would  not  be  disturbed,  fish  habitat 
would  be  preserved  and  the  diversity  of  habitat  resulting  from  large  random 
rocks,  different  types  of  substrates,  riffles,  and  pools  and  eddies  would 
continue  to  provide  a  diverse  community  of  plants  and  animals.  Although  the 
proposed  plan  would  still  cause  impacts  on  the  community,  these  would  be 

significantly  less  than  in  the  reaches  where  the  modified  excavation  method 
would  not  be  used. 

Fish  Habitat  Structures 

74.  In  areas  where  the  raised  excavation  could  not  be  implemented  or  could 
only  be  provided  in  small  reaches,  other  measures,  such  as  habitat  improve¬ 
ment,  would  be  necessary  to  reduce  the  impacts  of  channel  modification.  Fish 
habitat  structures  were  included  in  the  proposed  plan  to  partially  replace 
habitat  diversity  lost  as  a  result  of  excavation.  A  rock  and  gabion  basket 
wing  deflector  would  be  built  out  into  the  river.  A  riprap-lined  channel, 
with  random. large  rocks,  would  carry  the  concentrated  flow  into  a  rock-lined 
excavated  hole.  These  structures  would  be  constructed  on  the  inside  of  bends 
or  at  hydraulic  control  points  wherever  possible.  A  total  of  38  of  these 
structures  would  be  placed  between  Roseau  Dam  (upstream  project  limit)  and 
the  downstream  end  of  the  Big  Swamp. 

75.  Tentative  locations  of  the  structures  were  specified  by  the  MDNR.  Of 
the  58  structures  located  between  State  Ditch  51  and  the  Roseau  Dam  (Exhibit 
2) ,  34  would  be  located  between  the  upstream  end  of  Big  Swamp  and  the  Roseau 
Dam  and  24  in  the  Big  Swamp  reach.  Sixteen  of  the  structures  in  the  Big  Swamp 
would  be  located  in  unexcavated  or  elevated  channel  reaches;  the  rest  on 
bends  or  at  the  head  of  riffles. 

76.  Several  fish  habitat  structures  of  varying  designs  would  be  installed  during 
the  first  construction  season.  The  habitat  improvement  suitability  of  each  design 
would  be  evaluated  during  two  subsequent  construction  seasons,  and  final  design 
and  siting  criteria  would  be  developed  based  on  the  evaluation.  The  remaining 
structures  would  be  Installed  during  the  final  construction  season.  This  proce¬ 
dure  would  be  necessary  because  development  of  habitat  in  warm-water  streams  has 
not  been  extensively  practiced.  Experimentation  would  be  used  to  determine  the 
best  designs  for  fish  habitat  structures  in  the  Roseau  River.  A  review  of  the 
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scientific  literature,  interviews  with  experienced  professionals,  and  coordina¬ 
tion  with  the  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  and  the  Minnesota  Department  of 
Natural  Resources  would  be  used  to  develop  the  preliminary  designs,  baseline  data 
requirements,  and  an  evaluation  plan.  Established  biological  techniques  as  well 
as  standard  chemical  methods  would  be  utilized  to  compare  the  various  designs  to 
baseline  and  post-excavation  conditions  in  the  river.  Final  designs  would  be 
based  on  the  effectiveness  of  various  factors  and  siting  in  providing  cover, 
spawning  habitat,  or  forage  production  for  the  selected  species  (walleye  or 
northern  pike,  depending  on  location).  A  report  describing  the  results  of 
monitoring  studies  and  rationale  for  design  selection  would  be  prepared  at  the 
end  of  the  study. 

77.  Although  these  structures  would  not  replace  the  large  amount  of  habitat 
disturbed  by  construction,  they  would  provide  habitat  for  fish  and  for  their 
food  (algae  and  invertebrates).  The  structures  would  provide  habitat  diversity 
by  providing  a  variety  of  depths,  velocities,  and  substrates  to  suit  the  habi¬ 
tat  requirements  of  many  types  of  organisms.  The  concentration  of  flow  over 
randomly  placed  rocks  should  cause  the  water  to  become  turbulent.  Turbulence 
aerates  the  water  and  would  help  offset  the  loss  of  oxygen  caused  by  temperature 
increases. 

Existing  Oxbows 

78.  In  the  proposed  plan  described  in  the  FEIS,  nine  of  the  thirteen  existing 
oxbows  (created  by  channel  modification  prior  to  1920)  would  have  had  permanent 
plugs  placed  at  inlets  and  outlets.  Downstream  plugs  would  have  been  solid 
earthfill,  and  upstream  plugs  would  have  had  a  flap-gated  culvert  to  allow  high 
flows  to  enter  in  the  spring.  The  original  plan  was  reviewed  during  coordination 
and  was  revised  to  provide  a  better  balance  between  fish  and  waterfowl  habitat. 

The  selected  plan  now  includes  permanent  plugs  at  the  inlets  of  6  oxbows  (2  to  7) 
and  temporary  plugs  at  the  inlets  of  5  oxbows  (1,  8,  9,  10,  11) (Exhibits  2A  and  2B). 
Inlet  plugs  would  be  half  the  bank  height  at  the  inlet  (Exhibit  6) .  These 

plugs  would  allow  water  to  enter  the  river  during  high-flow  periods  but  would 
prevent  sedimentation  during  and  immediately  after  construction.  Permanent 
plugs  would  retain  water  after  spring  runoff.  The  plug  in  oxbow  7  would  be  placed 
225  yards  into  the  oxbow  to  utilize  a  natural  constriction.  Temporary  plugs  would  be  re¬ 
moved  near  the  end  of  the  construction  period.  Low  earth-fill  plugs  with  a 
culvert  near  the  bottom  of  the  structure  would  be  placed  at  the  outlets  of 
six  oxbows  (2  to  7).  The  culvert  would  have  a  stoplog  closure  for  water  con¬ 
trol.  The  design  of  low  outlet  plugs  would  provide  water  depths  suitable  for 
waterfowl  production.  Water  entering  during  spring  runoff  would  be  retained. 

If  desired,  the  stoplogs  could  be  removed  and  the  oxbow  drained  to  provide 
suitable  conditions  for  crops  which  would  be  used  as  food  for  waterfowl,  such 
as  wild  rice,  millet,  and  smar tweed. 

79.  Existing  oxbows  without  permanent  plugs  would  have  temporary  inlet  plugs 
to  prevent  sediment  deposition  from  high  spring  flows  during  construction.  The 
plugs  would  be  removed  near  the  end  of  the  construction  period.  These  oxbows 
would  remain  available  for  access  by  fish  seeking  spawning  habitat  and  would 
continue  to  provide  good  to  excellent  waterfowl  habitat.  Two  oxbows  (10  and  11) 
convey  the  overflow  from  the  Roseau  Wildlife  Management  Area.  These  oxbows 

are  not  elevated  above  the  river  channel  and  have  served  both  as  spawning  habitat 
and  as  access  to  the  waterfowl  management  pools  where  substantial  northern  pike 
spawning  occurs. 
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Side  Ditch  Outlets 

80.  The  plan  evaluated  in  the  FE1S  also  contained  a  provision  to  fix  the 
outlets  of  ditches  entering  the  river  on  the  excavated  bank.  This  feature 
was  incorporated  to  prevent  erosion  by  stabilizing  ditch  outlet  banks.  Dur¬ 
ing  coordination,  concerns  were  expressed  about  the  acreage  of  wetlands  made 
vulnerable  to  drainage  as  a  result  of  project  construction  since  it  was  generally 
perceived  that  channel  widening  would  lower  the  existing  water  surface  profile. 

If  this  occurred,  the  outlets  of  some  ditches  could  then  be  lowered  to  the  new 
water  surface.  The  deeper  ditch  could  then  be  extended  farther  "upstream"  in 
relation  to  its  increased  gradient. 

81.  To  prevent  project-induced  drainage,  ditches  on  the  unexcavated  bank  would 
be  treated  the  same  as  those  on  the  excavated  bank.  Although  erosion  control 
would  not  be  required,  this  treatment  would  effectively  fix  hydraulic  conditions 
and,  thus,  drainage  potential,  to  conditions  existing  at  a  predetermined  time. 
Control  elevations  would  be  based  upon  topographic  information  taken  In  1967 
and  1974  and  upon  ditch  construction  completed  by  the  Watershed  District  and 
Minnesota  Department  of  Transportation  in  1974,  1972,  and  1971. 

82.  Concerns  were  expressed  that  drainage  might  be  increased  in  spite  of  fix¬ 
ing  the  outlets.  An  analysis  of  the  amount  of  land  that  could  become  vulner¬ 
able  to  drainage  was  made.  Also,  additional  control  measures  were  evaluated. 

It  was  proposed  that  primary  drainage  control  be  provided  by  installing  struc¬ 
tures  which  would  restore  the  water  surface  to  its  preconstruction  elevation. 

In  effect,  hydraulic  control  of  drainage  would  not  change  in  spite  of  project 
construction. 

83.  A  thorough  review  of  the  rock-filled  gabion  profile  control  structures 
revealed  numerous  drawbacks,  including  high  cost,  possible  isolation  of  river 
segments  at  low  flow,  potential  barriers  to  fish  passage  during  and  after  spawn¬ 
ing,  water  quality  reductions,  interference  with  boat  passage,  and  Increased 
land  clearing  and  excavation.  In  addition,  many  ditch  outlets  are  presently 
elevated  above  the  water  surface  and  are  not  controlled  by  it.  For  these  reasons, 
the  profile  control  structures  were  deleted.  Fixing  the  outlets  would  continue 

to  be  the  primary  means  of  controlling  induced  drainage. 

84.  An  analysis  was  made  to  determine  the  amount  of  land  that  would  be  vulner¬ 
able  to  project- induced  drainage  if  controls  were  circumvented.  Information 

on  land  use  gathered  by  the  Minnesota  Land  Management  Information  System  In  1969 
was  updated  to  1974,  and  information  current  to  1978  was  applied  where  available. 
Private  land  not  presently  under  cultivation  was  placed  in  one  of  three  categories; 
pasture  and  open,  marsh  (wetland),  or  forest.  In  addition,  land  in  public  owner¬ 
ship  for  which  the  MDNR's  proposed  disposition  was  to  retain  provisionally  or 
to  sell  was  Included  (300  acres  pasture  and  open  land,  and  400  acres  marsh). 
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85.  Overall,  about  22,500  acres  of  land  within  the  Increased  limits  of 
drainage  would  not  be  considered  vulnerable  to  drainage,  including 
7,900  acres  of  public  land  which  the  State  intends  to  retain  permanently 
and  about  10,000  acres  currently  under  cultivation.  About  63  percent 
(2^00  acres)  of  the  remaining  4,600  acres  (including  1,900  acres  of 
pasture  and  open  land,  700  acres  of  marsh,  and  300  acres  of  forest) 

are  presently  served  by  a  ditch  system.  Lands  that  might  become  vul¬ 
nerable  to  drainage  as  a  result  of  new  ditch  construction  include  500 
acres  of  marsh,  100  acres  of  forest,  and  1,100  acres  of  open  and  pasture 
lands  scattered  throughout  the  basin.  Table  3  summarizes  the  distribu¬ 
tion  of  lands  within  the  increased  limits  of  drainage. 

86.  For  drainage  of  these  lands  to  become  hydraulically  feasible,  it 
would  be  necessary  to  change  the  hydraulic  conditions  at  the  junction 
of  the  drainage  ditch  and  the  river  in  order  to  allow  extension  or 
deepening  of  the  ditches.  This  change  could  occur  through  destruc¬ 
tion  or  alteration  of  the  structure  to  provide  increased  capacity  or 
a  lower  outlet.  Excavation  of  a  new  outlet  could  bypass  the  fixed 
outlet.  However,  certain  constraints  on  this  activity  would  result 
from  construction  of  the  project.  The  local  sponsor,  the  Roseau 
River  Watershed  District,  would  be  responsible  for  project  operation 
and  maintenance  and  would  be  required  to  ensure  that  the  project  would 
function  as  designed.  If  the  amount  of  water  conveyed  by  the  con¬ 
structed  channel  Increased  (e.g. ,  from  additional  drainage),  the 
design  capacity  could  be  exceeded.  Stipulations  in  the  local  co¬ 
operation  agreement  (to  be  signed  by  the  Watershed  District)  would 
require  that  ditch  outlets  not  be  altered  and  that  no  new  outlets 

be  constructed.  If  no  outlet  alteration  would  occur,  drainage  potential 
would  be  limited  to  existing  hydraulic  boundaries.  If  the  Watershed  District 
also  chooses  to  exercise  its  legal  authority  to  limit  drainage  activities, 
future  drainage  within  existing  boundaries  is  expected  to  be  minimal.  If 
the  Watershed  District  would  not  exercise  its  authority,  drainage  in  the 
watershed  would  continue  to  be  possible  and  would  be  subject  to  the  same 
limitations  that  currently  exist,  including  ditch  capacity  and  Federal  and 
State  regulations. 

87.  Impacts  of  side  ditch  outlet  construction  in  excavated  areas  were  dis¬ 
cussed  in  the  FEIS.  Providing  side  ditch  outlet  structures  on  the  unexca¬ 
vated  bank  would  result  in  disturbance  of  vegetation  and  soil  when  gaining 
access  to  the  site  and  during  construction.  These  impacts  would  be  temporary 
because  vegetation  would  reestablish  soon  after  construction  was  complete. 
Since  structures  would  consist  of  culverts,  gabions,  concrete  sills,  and  rip¬ 
rap,  they  would  be  initially  quite  noticeable  but  would  become  less  obtrusive 
as  weathering  of  the  rock  and  vegetative  growth  set  in.  The  Impacts  of  side 
ditch  outlet  structures  on  water  quality  would  be  minimal  and  are  discussed 
in  the  Section  404(b)  Evaluation  in  Appendix  B.  Typical  views  are  shown  in 
Exhibit  8.  A  list  of  all  structures  and  their  locations  can  be  found  in  the 
General  Design  Memorandum,  Supplement  No.  2,  available  from  the  St.  Paul 
District,  Corps  of  Engineers. 
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TABLE  3 


ACREAGE  WITHIN 
INCREASED  LIMITS  OF  DRAINAGE 


A.  PRIVATE  LAND 

In  Cultivation  ■  10,000  Acres 


Pasture 

Marsh 

Forested ^ 

All  Land 

Uncultivated  Land 

and  Open(^) 

Uses 

Acres  with  access  to 

ditch  <*) 

1,800 

300 

300 

2,400 

Acres  without  access 

to  ditch 

900 

500 

100 

1,500 

Total  Acres 

2,700 

800 

400 

3,900 

B.  PUBLIC  LAND 

Public  Land  to  Be  Permanently  Retained  = 

7,900  Acres 

Public  Land  that 
be  Sold (5) 

Could 

Pas  ture 

All  Land 

and  Open 

Marsh 

Forested 

Uses 

Acres  with  access  to 

ditch 

100 

400 

0 

500 

Acres  without  access 

to  ditch 

200 

0 

0_ 

200 

Total  Acres 

300 

400 

0 

700 

C.  COMBINED  TOTAL: 

PRIVATE  AND 

PUBLIC  LAND  VULNERABLE  TO 

INDUCED  DRAINAGE 

Pasture 

All  Land 

and  Open 

Marsh 

Forested 

Uses  (%) 

Acres  with  access  to 

ditch 

1,900 

700 

300 

2,900  (63%) 

Acres  without  access 

to  ditch 

1.100 

500 

100 

1,700  (37%) 

Total  Acres  (%) 

3,000  (65%) 

1,200  (26%) 

400  (9%) 

4,600  (100%) 

Source:  MLMIS,  Minnesota  State  Planning  Agency 

1969  Land  use  data  has  been  updated  using  1974  ASCS  photos  and  has  been 
_ partially  updated  by  1978  field  reconnaissance  and  telephone  surveys. 

(1)  Pasture  or  land  with  unidentified  use. 

(2)  Permanently  wet,  non-forested,  vegetated  areas. 

(3)  Over  10  percent  cover  of  deciduous  or  coniferous  trees. 

(4)  Major  drainage  ditch  or  stream  is  no  farther  than  one-half  mile  away  from 

farthest  point  of  40-acre  plot. 

(5)  DNR’s  proposed  disposition:  "Retain  provisionally"  or  "sell." 
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Cultural  Resources 


88.  Cultural  resources  investigations  have  played  an  integral  role  in  the 
Roseau  River  flood  control  project  planning  process.  The  initial  reconnais¬ 
sance  survey  was  undertaken  by  personnel  from  the  University  of  North  Dakota, 
Grand  Forks,  in  1973.  The  team  located  seven  occupation  sites  and  two  mound 
groups.  A  supplemental  reconnaissance  survey  was  completed  by  the  University 
of  Minnesota  in  1974.  This  survey  investigated  three  site  leads  obtained  from 
written  records.  One  of  these  sites,  an  historic  log  cabin,  has  since  been 
destroyed  by  fire.  The  University  of  Minnesota  conducted  an  intensive  survey 
of  six  sites  close  to  the  project  area  that  were  located  during  the  reconnais¬ 
sance  surveys.  The  University  of  Minnesota  archaeologists  concluded  that  three 
occupation  sites  would  not  be  affected  by  the  project.  They  recommended,  how¬ 
ever,  that  the  Lins  Site  (21R07)  be  mitigated  and  that  an  historic  Ojlbwa 
cemetery  at  Station  1600400  and  a  group  of  prehistoric  burial  mounds  (the 
Olson  Mound  Group)  be  avoided  during  construction. 

89.  The  Lins  Site  was  intensively  tested  by  archaeologists  from  Bemidjl 
State  College  in  1976.  The  testing  located  and  recovered  the  remains  of 
three  Archiac  campsites  and  one  Middle  Woodland  campsite.  Mo  further  arch¬ 
aeological  work  at  the  site  was  recommended. 

90.  The  historic  Ojibwa  Cemetery  will  be  avoided  during  construction. 

91.  The  draft  of  this  document  states  that  the  Olson  Mound  Group  would  be 
disturbed  by  the  placement  of  excavated  material.  It  has  since  been  determined 
that  the  mounds  would  be  45-100  feet  outside  the  project  right-of-way. 
Additionally,  excavated  material  would  not  be  placed  any  closer  than  200- 300- 
feet  from  the  mounds. 

Threatened  and  Endangered  Species 

92.  Amendments  to  the  Endangered  Species  Act  of  1973  were  put  into  effect  after 
completion  of  the  FE1S.  As  a  result,  the  Corps  of  Engineers  requested  a  list 
of  threatened  (T)  and  endangered  (E)  species  which  might  be  found  in  the  project 
area.  Following  receipt  of  this  list,  the  Corps  prepared  biological  assess¬ 
ment  to  evaluate  the  potential  effects  of  the  project  on  the  bald  eagle  (T), 
gray  wolf  (T) ,  and  the  Arctic  peregrine  falcon  (E).  It  was  concluded  that  the 
project  would  have  no  effect  on  those  species.  Initially,  the  U.S.  Fish  and 
Wildlife  Service  disagreed  with  this  conclusion  (Exhibit  9),  and  suggested  that 
a  bald  eagle  survey  be  conducted.  Based  on  field  experience  and  historical  re¬ 
cords,  the  Corps  of  Engineers  replied  that,  in  their  opinion,  a  survey  was  not 
required  (Exhibit  10).  The  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  concurred  but  specified 
that  the  Corps  should  continue  to  be  alert  for  evidence  of  bald  eagles  during 
any  field  activities  (Exhibit  11) . 
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Alternative  5:  Channel  Modification  with  Bypass  at  State  Ditch  51 


93.  In  an  effort  to  reduce  the  impacts  of  the  proposed  plan  on  fishery 
habitat,  a  bypass  channel  was  investigated.  Consideration  of  this  alternative 
was  prompted  by  the  existence  of  State  Ditch  51,  which  currently  passes  some 
excess  flow  from  the  lower  end  of  the  Big  Swamp  to  a  point  approximately  6 
miles  downstream  near  the  lower  limit  of  channel  excavation  (Exhibit  2A) . 

94.  To  use  the  ditch  for  flood  control,  it  would  require  substantial  enlarge¬ 
ment.  The  existing  ditch  has  an  adequate  gradient  and  alignment  but  not  capa¬ 
city  since  it  would  have  to  accommodate  any  flows  in  excess  of  bankful  in  the 
river  channel,  including  the  increase  in  flows  resulting  from  increased  channel 
capacity  upstream.  Upstream  of  the  bypass,  channel  modification  and  other  works 
would  be  the  same  as  in  the  proposed  plan. 

95.  The  reach  of  river  which  would  be  bypassed  begins  at  the  downstream  end  of 
the  Big  Swamp  where  the  channel  gradient  increases  as  the  river  flows  over  glacial 
till.  The  higher  velocities  in  this  reach  combined  with  the  rocky  riffle  sub¬ 
strate  provide  excellent  spawning  habitat  for  walleye.  Fisheries  surveys  have 
indicated  that  a  substantial  portion  of  the  walleye  in  the  project  area  inhabit 
this  reach.  There  is  also  less  agricultural  development  along  this  reach  than 
upstream,  the  area  is  remote  from  population  centers,  and  the  trees  are  more 
dense  and  more  mature  than  those  along  other  reaches  of  the  river.  The  reach 

has  substantial  value  for  fish  habitat,  wildlife  habitat,  and  aesthetic  quality. 

96.  This  alternative  requires  acquisition  of  land  from  owners  not  benefiting 
from  the  project.  Additionally,  three  new  bridges  would  be  necessary,  increas¬ 
ing  local  costs  (including  real  estate)  by  approximately  $564,000.  The  local 
sponsor  was  unwilling  to  absorb  the  increased  cost  and  acquire  the  required  lands. 
Federal  costs  for  this  alternative  would  be  $572,000  greater  than  the  selected 
plan.  This  alternative  would  have  a  benetit-cost  ratio  of  1.18  to  1. 

97.  Environmental  Impacts  -  The  bypass  route  would  affect  more  land  than  the 
selected  route  because  of  the  necessity  to  enlarge  the  small  existing  capacity 
of  State  Ditch  51.  Additional  acreages  required  for  the  bypass  would  include 
75  acres  of  agricultural  land  and  20  acres  of  woodlands.  The  selected  plan 
would  affect  10  more  acres  of  wetlands  than  the  bypass.  The  preservation  of 
fish  and  wildlife  habitat,  wetlands  and  riparian  woodland  would  more  than  off¬ 
set  any  habitat  losses  along  the  State  Ditch. 

Alternative  6:  Channel  Modification  with  Levees  between  Roseau  Lake  and  Big  Swamp 

98.  This  alternative  would  provide  a  high  capacity  channel  to  convey  flood- 
waters  without  excavating  the  existing  river  channel  between  Roseau  Lake  and 
Big  Swamp.  Essentially,  both  banks  would  be  raised  with  materials  excavated 
along  the  landward  side  of  the  levees.  A  typical  levee  cross  section  is  shown 
in  Exhibit  3.  To  provide  the  required  flood  protection,  levees  would  be  con¬ 
structed,  beginning  at  the  downstream  end  of  Roseau  Lake  and  extending  to  the 
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upstream  limit  of  Big  Swamp.  Channel  modification  would  be  used  above  and 
below  this  reach.  Levees  upstream  of  this  reach  would  increase  flooding  in 
Roseau  by  backing  water  upstream  of  the  project  area.  Levees  in  the  Big 
Swamp  and  the  lower  reach  would  increase  the  flows  into  Canada  above  the 
levels  agreed  to  during  the  study  by  the  International  Joint  Commission. 
Changing  the  flow  could  require  a  change  in  the  amount  of  funds  necessary 
for  channel  work  in  Canada. 

99.  This  alternative  would  affect  510  acres  of  agricultural  land,  610  acres 
of  woodland,  and  640  acres  of  wetland.  The  total  cost  of  this  alternative 
would  be  $26,370,000.  Average  annual  costs  would  be  $1,125,000,  and  average 
annual  benefits  would  be  $1,229,000, resulting  in  a  benefit/cost  ratio  of  1.09. 

100.  Environmental  Impacts  -  Levee  construction  would  require  clearing  a 
substantial  portion  of  the  existing  riparian  vegetation  along  both  sides  of 
the  river.  This  would  result  in  a  substantial  loss  of  existing  aesthetic 
and  wildlife  values. 

101.  This  alternative  would  have  a  moderate  impact  on  the  fishery  resources. 
Instream  habitat  and  cover  would  not  be  disturbed;  and  depth,  velocity,  and 
substrate  diversity  would  be  preserved.  However,  sedimentation  and  turbidity 
would  be  elevated  during  construction  if  high  flows  or  heavy  rains  occurred. 
Soon  after  excavation,  vegetation  would  be  planted  to  reduce  erosion. 

102.  Removal  of  streambank  vegetation  would  also  further  increase  sunnier 
maximum  water  temperatures  above  those  resulting  from  channel  modification. 

In  conjunction  with  cooling  at  night,  this  increase  would  result  in  greater 
fluctuations  in  dally  temperature.  Unlike  channel  modification,  no  Increase 
in  surface  area  or  decrease  in  depth  would  occur;  thus,  the  temperature  in¬ 
crease  is  not  likely  to  be  greater  than  that  of  channel  modification.  Oxygen 
levels  would  probably  not  be  seriously  depleted  since  retention  of  instream 
roughness  which  causes  turbulent  flow  would  allow  oxygen  levels  to  reach 
saturation  through  reaeration.  Oxygen  saturation  may,  however,  be  at  a  lower 
value  because  of  reduced  solubility  at  higher  water  temperatures. 

103.  A  significant  amount  of  upland  game  habitat  would  be  removed.  Hie 
riparian  vegetation  serves  as  a  corridor  for  wildlife  dispersal  and  move¬ 
ment  into  and  out  of  wintering  areas.  This  avenue  would  be  severely  dis¬ 
rupted.  Waterfowl  habitat  in  wetlands  would  be  disrupted  along  both  banks 
by  levee  placement.  Waterfowl  habitat  in  the  river  bottoms  (Big  Swamp  reach) 
would  be  undisturbed. 

104.  Hunting  opportunities  would  be  diminished  by  this  loss  of  habitat,  but 
access  to  the  more  remote  areas  would  improve.  However,  motorized  access 
could  cause  additional  adverse  impacts  on  vegetation  and  wildlife  cooraunlties. 
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105.  No  Impact  on  threatened  or  endangered  species  would  be  expected  to 
result  from  implementation  of  this  alternative. 

106.  This  alternative  was  not  selected  because  the  benefit/ cost  ratio  was 
lower  than  the  selected  plan. 

Alternative  7:  In-Channel  Floodway  with  Channel  Mclificatlon  through  the  Big  Swamp 

107.  This  alternative  would  involve  the  construction  of  a  floooway  or 
elevated  channel  from  the  Roseau  Dam  to  the  upstream  end  of  Big  Swamp 
and  from  the  downstream  end  of  Big  Swamp  to  the  downstream  project  limit. 
Construction  of  a  floodway  through  the  Big  Swamp  reach  would  violate 
project  constraints.  The  hydraulic  characteristics  of  this  type  of 
channel  geometry  could  increase  discharges  into  Canada  for  flows 

higher  than  design  flows.  Big  Swamp  acts  as  a  retention  area  where 
the  outflow  through  the  Roseau  River  and  overflow  into  the  Two  Rivers 
basin  is  directly  related  to  the  water  surface  elevation.  A  continuous 
elevated  floodway  through  Big  Swamp  could  lower  the  proposed  condition 
water  surface  elevations  for  high  flows  and  thereby  increase  the  outflow 
from  Big  Swamp.  The  impact  of  channel  construction  on  the  aquatic  eco¬ 
system  would  be  minimized  by  selecting  an  elevation  2  feet  above  the 
thalweg  (the  line  following  the  lowest  part  of  the  channel)  at  control 
points  (the  shallowest  areas).  Excavation  would  reach  no  lower  than 

2  feet  above  the  channel  bottom  and  would  be  greater  in  most  areas  (3 
to  5  feet).  This  method  could  be  used  in  no  more  than  10  percent  of 
the  Big  Swamp  reach  without  violating  existing  project  constraints  as 
discussed  in  paragraph  39.  A  typical  cross  section  is  shown  in  Exhibit 

3  and  a  perspective  view  in  Exhibit  4. 

108.  To  compensate  for  the  reduction  in  depth  of  excavation,  channel  top 
width  would  be  increased.  The  project  would  affect  940  acres  of  agricultural 
land,  730  acres  of  wooded  lands,  and  620  acres  of  wetland,  for  a  total  of  2,290 
acres.  This  alternative  would  cost  $25,760,800.  Local  (non-Federal)  costs 
would  be  $1,636,800.  The  costs  would  be  higher  than  the  selected  plan  because 
three  new  bridges  would  be  required,  although  benefits  would  be  the  ssme  as  the 
proposed  project.  The  benefit/cost  ratio  would  be  1.16. 

109.  Environmental  Impacts  -  The  excavation  and  disposal  pile  required  by  thia 
alternative  would  result  in  a  ditch-like  appearance  of  the  area  above  the  river 
channel.  However,  the  visual  Impacts  would  differ  significantly  from  those  of 
one-bank  channel  excavation  because  the  existing  river  channel  would  not  be 
altered, 

110.  No  population  displacement  would  result  from  this  alternative,  but  it 
would  require  365  acres  more  agricultural  land  than  the  proposed  project.  It 
would  be  necessary  to  clear  an  additional  40  acres  of  woodland  but  no  additional 
wetland  acreage  would  be  affected. 


111.  Construction  of  an  in-channel  floodway  would  have  minimal  impacts  on 
the  high-quality  fishery  in  the  Roseau  River,  Impacts  tt>.  .  ugh  the  Big  Swamp 
reach  would  be  the  same  as  the  proposed  project.  Short-term  increases  in 
turbidity  and  sediment  load  could  result  from  rain-induced  runoff  on  excava¬ 
ted  channel  banks.  Construction  would  not  ordinarily  be  in  progress  during 
the  spring  when  flooding  would  be  expected.  To  prevent  erosion  of  excavated 
areas,  vegetation  would  be  planted  aa  soon  as  possible  after  excavation.  Vir¬ 
tually  no  excavation  would  take  place  in  what  could  be  considered  a  low-flow 
channel  or  existing  river  channel.  The  majority  of  instream  habitat  and  cover 
would  be  left  undisturbed  and  the  diversity  of  depths,  velocities,  substrate,  and 
aquatic  vegetation  types  would  remain.  Existing  populations  of  algae  and  inver¬ 
tebrates  would  not  be  destroyed.  No  significant  shift  in  species  diversity, 
population  size,  or  carrying  capacity  would  be  expected. 
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112.  Although  stream  temperature  changes  would  result  from  clearing  of 
riparian  vegetation,  the  increased  amount  of  clearing  over  channelization 
would  not  have  additional  impact  over  those  discussed  for  the  selected 
plan.  Vegetation  immediately  adjacent  to  the  bank  would  have  the  greatest 
influence  on  stream  temperature  and  would  be  cleared  under  either  plan. 

However,  temperature  increases  could  be  significantly  less  than  with  chan¬ 
nel  modification  since  no  widening  of  the  existing  low-flow  channel  would 
occur.  Consequently,  decreases  in  depth  and  increases  in  surface  area,  a 
combination  likely  to  result  in  significant  increases  in  temperature,  would 
not  occur.  The  elevated  temperature  would  ordinarily  have  the  primary  effect 
of  reducing  oxygen  solubility  in  the  water.  Since  the  stream  bottom  would 
not  be  altered  under  this  alternative,  riffles,  large  rocks,  and  fallen  trees 
would  cause  turbulent  flow,  insuring  that  the  water  achieved  near-saturation 
levels  through  re-aeration. 

113.  Recreational  opportunities  for  boating  and  fishing  would  be  unimpeded, 
except  where  water  levels  were  lowered  by  channel  modification  in  Big  Swamp. 

A  slight  reduction  in  waterfowl  and  upland  game  hunting  would  result  from 
loss  of  habitat  through  filling  of  wetlands  and  clearing  of  vegetation.  The 
excavated  bank  and  berm  would  provide  improved  access  and  the  potential  for 
trail  development  to  hunting  areas,  thus  offsetting  some  of  the  lost  oppor¬ 
tunities. 

114.  Some  would  view  the  improvement  of  access  to  Big  Swamp  as  a  detriment 
to  the  area.  Limitation  of  travel  to  those  on  foot  would  prevent  a  signifi¬ 
cant  amount  of  the  impacts  resulting  from  improved  access. 

115.  No  impact  on  threatened  or  endangered  species  would  be  expected  to  re¬ 
sult  from  Implementation  of  this  alternative. 

116.  This  alternative  was  not  selected  because  it  had  a  lower  benefit/cost 
ratio  and  higher  local  cost  than  the  selected  plan. 

COORDINATION 

117.  Extensive  coordination  with  elected  officials;  Federal,  State,  and  local 
agencies;  and  all  known  Interests  has  been  conducted  throughout  project  studies. 
Because  the  Roseau  River  basin  boundaries  extend  into  Manitoba,  Canada,  the 
International  Joint  Commission  (IJC) ,  a  permanent  Canada-United  States  body, 
has  also  directed  a  study  concerning  a  number  of  questions,  including  impacts 

of  the  proposed  project  on  the  entire  river  basin.  In  the  formulation  of 
this  study,  the  IJC,  on  26  August  1971,  established  the  International  Roseau 
River  Engineering  Board.  Members  of  this  board  consist  of  representatives 
of  various  Canadian  agencies  plus  Federal  and  State  agencies.  This  board 
gathered  all  pertinent  data  and  undertook  complete  coordination  with  State 
and  Provincial  agencies  as  part  of  its  study.  Results  of  the  study  were 
presented  to  the  IJC  for  review  in  September  1975.  The  IJC  held  public 
hearings  in  January  1976  and  Issued  its  report  to  the  Governments  of  the 
United  States  and  Canada  in  October  1976. 

118.  The  St.  Paul  District  Engineer  served  on  the  International 
Roseau  River  Engineering  Board,  and  all  current  information  and 
study  results  were  furnished  to  the  Board  throughout  the  formulation 
of  their  report.  A  task  force  of  the  Engineering  Board  held  several 
public  meetings  in  Canada,  prior  to  the  formulation  of  the  Board's 
coordinated  plan  and  report.  In  addition,  the  Board  prepared  infor¬ 
mational  pamplets  on  the  proposed  project  which  were  distributed  to 
all  known  Interests  In  Canada  and  the  United  States, 
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119.  The  Corps  of  Engineers  has  held  several  meetings  with  the 
Roseau  River  Watershed  District  throughout  the  study  to  ascertain 
their  views  and  to  assure  full  local  coordination  and  to  keep  them 
up  to  date  on  studies  by  the  IJC.  Various  elected  officials  have 
also  been  informed  of  project  developments. 

120.  In  compliance  with  Section  106  of  the  National  Historic  Preser¬ 
vation  Act  of  1966  and  Executive  Order  11593,  the  most  recent,  June 
1980,  National  Register  of  Historic  Places  has  been  consulted  re¬ 
garding  the  Roseau  River.  No  property  on  or  eligible  for  the  National 
Register  would  be  affected  by  the  proposed  project.  In  addition, 
coordination  has  been  conducted  with  the  Minnesota  Historical  Society 
and  the  National  Park  Service;  and  the  Minnesota  State  Archaeologist 
conducted  a  contracted  survey  of  the  project  area.  In  compliance  with 
Council  on  Environmental  Quality  requirements,  coordination  has  been 
conducted  with  the  Minnesota  State  Planning  Agency  and  the  Northwest 
Regional  Development  Commission  regarding  land  use  plans. 

121.  The  Corps  of  Engineers  filed  an  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (EIS) 
with  the  Council  on  Environmental  Quality  (CEQ)  on  13  April  1972.  Because 
of  the  international  ramifications  of  the  proposed  project,  and  because  the 
report  by  the  IJC  was  not  completed,  it  was  not  possible  at  that  time 

to  completely  assess  the  mitigation  required  by  the  United  States  to  the 
Canadian  Government.  Further  review  and  coordination  resulted  in  some 
modifications  of  the  authorized  project  to  incorporate  environmental 
concerns.  Therefore,  a  more  comprehensive  impact  statement,  taking  full 
consideration  of  the  results  of  the  study  prepared  by  the  IJC  Engineering 
Board  was  deemed  necessary.  A  new  Draft  EIS  was  filed  with  CEQ  and  noted 
in  the  Federal  Register  on  12  September  1975.  Following  review  of  this 
Draft  EIS,  a  Final  EIS  was  prepared.  This  document  was  filed  with  CEQ 
and  noted  in  the  Federal  Register  on  18  November  1977. 

122.  The  Corps  has  met  often  and  corresponded  with  the  MDNR  and  repre¬ 
sentatives  of  the  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  (FWS)  to  discuss  various 
aspects  of  the  Roseau  River  project.  A  major  concern  of  both  agencies 

has  been  the  increased  drainage  potential  of  lands  within  the  watershed  due 
to  modification  of  the  Roseau  River  channel.  Another  major  issue  has  been 
fishery  habitat  losses  that  would  be  incurred  by  channel  excavation.  The 
Draft  Supplement  to  the  Final  EIS  was  primarily  the  result  of  co¬ 
ordination  between  the  Corps  and  the  MDNR,  the  FWS,  and  the  National 
Wildlife  Federation  concerning  features  that  have  been  incorporated  into 
the  proposed  project  .o  mitigate  major  imnacts  of  the  flood  control  project. 
Coordination  was  also  conducted  with  elected  officials,  EFA,  the  Izaak 
Walton  League,  and  the  Minnesota  Conservation  Federation.  Appendix  C  con¬ 
tains  many  of  the  letters  exchanged  during  this  coordination.  Because 
the  large  amount  of  correspondence  made  reproduction  of  all  the  letters 
and  inclosures  Impractical,  this  appendix  is  selective  rather  than 
comprehensive,  focusing  primarily  upon  letters  that  deal  with  Issues 
pertinent  to  this  supplement.  The  Draft  Supplement  was  distributed  to  the 
public,  filed  with  EPA,  and  noted  in  the  Federal  Register  on  11  July  1980. 
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UNRESOLVED  ISSUES 


123.  In  its  letter  of  comment  on  the  Draft  Supplement  EIS,  the  U.S. 
Environmental  Protection  Agency  (EPA)  issued  a  rating  of  EU-1  (environ¬ 
mentally  unsatisfactory — sufficient  information).  This  rating  was  made 
because  of  the  proposed  placement  of  excavated  material  in  wetlands 
throughout  the  Big  Swamp  reach.  If  this  were  changed  to  disposal  in 
non-wetland  areas,  EPA  indicated  that  it  would  withdraw  the  unsatifac- 
tory  rating,  but  would  continue  to  have  environmental  reservations  about 
the  project.  Alternatives  were  evaluated,  including  removal  of  the  1.29 
million  cubic  yards  of  excavated  material  from  the  Big  Swamp.  Removal 
of  material  by  hydraulic  pipeline  was  found  to  be  not  feasible  because 
of  the  extensive  distance  (5-6  miles)  and  potential  water  quality  and 
water  supply  problems.  Removal  of  the  material  by  hauling  would  be 
technically  feasible,  but  would  require  that  a  haul  road  and  five 
temporary  bridges  be  built.  Approximately  87  acres  would  be  needed  for 
the  road  and  working  areas.  This  area,  24  percent  of  that  to  be  pro¬ 
tected,  would  suffer  some  degree  of  permanent  damage,  even  after  removal 
of  the  road.  Also,  over  210  acres  of  disposal  areas  would  be  covered  to 
a  width  of  1,000  feet  and  to  a  depth  of  8  feet  with  excavated  material. 

The  extent  of  possible  changes  in  productivity  of  the  tillable  land  is 
unknown,  but  changes  in  soil  fertility  and  consistency  could  be  expected. 
This  alternative  would  require  an  additional  $3,368,000  of  Federal  money 
and  $88,000  of  non-Federal  money.  The  project  benefit-cost  ratio  would 
be  1.09  if  the  material  is  removed.  It  is  felt  that  the  adverse  social, 
fish  and  wildlife,  and  monetary  impacts,  plus  a  lowei  benefit/cost  ratio, 
make  this  alternative  less  desirable  than  the  selected  plan. 

In  an  attempt  to  resolve  this  issue,  the  District  Engineer  met  with 
the  EPA  Regional  Administrator  on  17  November  1980.  The  Regional  Admin¬ 
istrator  indicated  that  he  would  consult  with  the  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife 
Service  and  Minnesota  Department  of  Natural  Resources,  as  well  as  conduct 
a  further  review  within  his  own  agency.  The  EPA  was  contacted  by  tele¬ 
phone  on  15  January  1981,  because  no  word  had  been  received  from  them. 

They  were  informed  that  the  position  of  the  St.  Paul  District,  Corps  of 
Engineers,  was  about  to  be  finalized  and  had  not  changed.  The  Chief  of 
EPA's  Office  of  Federal  Activities  indicated  that  the  EPA  would  have  no 
further  comment  until  the  final  supplement  has  been  completed. 

124.  Following  review  of  the  Draft  Supplement,  this  Final  Supplement  was 
prepared  to  consider  the  additional  comments  and  questions  raised  by  re¬ 
viewers.  All  the  letters  received  during  the  official  comment  period  are 
reproduced,  along  with  the  Corps  responses,  in  the  Comment /Response  section 
of  this  document . 
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125.  The  following  agencies,  interest  groups  and  individuals  were  furnished 
copies  of  the  Draft  Supplement  for  review  and  comment. 

Honorable  Rudy  Boschwitz,  U.S.  Senate 
Honorable  Dave  Durenberger,  U.S.  Senate 
Honorable  James  Oberstar,  U.S.  House  of  Representatives 
Honorable  Arlan  Stangeland,  U.S.  House  of  Representatives 

U.S.  Environmental  Protection  Agency 
U.S.  Department  of  Agriculture 
Farmers  Home  Administration 
Forest  Service 
Soil  Conservation  Service 
U.S.  Department  of  Commerce 

National  Oceanic  and  Atmospheric  Administration 
Federal  Maritime  Commission 
U.S.  Department  of  Energy 

U.S.  Department  of  Health,  Education  and  Welfare 
U.S.  Department  of  Housing  and  Urban  Development 
U.S.  Department  of  the  Interior 
Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Bureau  of  Mines 

Heritage  Conservation  and  Recreation  Service 

Fish  and  Wildlife  Service 

Bureau  of  Sport  Fisheries  and  Wildlife 

Geological  Survey 

National  Park  Service 

U.S.  Department  of  State,  Office  of  Canadian  Affairs 
U.S.  Department  of  Transportation 

Federal  Highway  Administration 
Coast  Guard 

International  Joint  Commission 

International  Roseau  River  Task  Force 
International  Roseau  River  Engineering  Board 

Canadian  Department  of  Regional  Economic  Expansion 
Canadian  Department  of  Mines  and  Natural  Resources 
Environment  Canada 

Honorable  Marv  Hanson,  Minnesota  Senate 

Honorable  Ityron  Nysether,  Minnesota  House  of  Representatives 

Minnesota  Department  of  Agriculture 

Minnesota  Department  of  Business 

Minnesota  Department  of  Economic  Development 

Minnesota  Department  of  Health 
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Minnesota  Highway  Department 

Minnesota  Department  of  Manpower 

Minnesota  Department  of  Natural  Resources 

Minnesota  State  Park  Commission 

Minnesota  State  Planning  Agency 

Minnesota  Pollution  Control  Agency 

Environmental  Quality  Council,  Minnesota 

Minnesota  Recreation  and  Park  Administration  Department 

Minnesota  Department  of  Taxation 

Minnesota  State  Archaeologist 

Minnesota  Dairy  and  Food  Commission 

Minnesota  Historical  Society 

Minnesota  State  Park  Commission 

Minnesota  Railroad  and  Warehouse  Commission 

Minnesota  Regional  Development  Commission 

Minnesota  Resources  Commission 

Minnesota  Water  Resource  Board 

Minnesota  Association  of  Conservation  Education 
Minnesota  Association  of  Watershed  Districts 
Clean  Air  Clean  Water  Unlimited 
Minnesota  Conservation  Federation 
Ducks  Unlimited 

Ecological  Society  of  America,  Minnesota  Chapter 
Minnesota  Education  Association,  Environmental  Task  Force 
Minnesota  Environmental  Control  Citizens  Association 
Minnesota  Environmental  Education  Council 
Minnesota  Environmental  Education  and  Research  Association 
Minnesota  Environmental  Education  Steering  Committee 
Environment  Information  Center,  Inc.,  New  York,  New  York 
Fresh  Water  Biological  Institute 
Friends  of  the  Earth,  Minnesota  Branch 

Institute  for  Ecological  Studies,  Grand  Forks,  North  Dakota 

Institute  for  Environmental  Studies,  University  of  Wisconsin 

Izaak  Walton  League  of  America 

Agassiz  Audubon  Society 

National  Audubon  Society 

The  Nature  Conservancy 

Minnesota  Pheasants  Unlimited 

Minnesota  Public  Interest  Research  Group 

Sierra  Club,  North  Star  Chapter 

Soil  Conservation  Society  of  America,  Minnesota  Chapter 
Minnesota  Waterfowl  Association 
Wildlife  of  America 
National  Wildlife  Federation 

Kittson  County  Board  of  Commissioners 
Kittson  County  Auditor 
Kittson  County  Extension  Agent 
Kittson  County  Engineer 

Kittson  County  Soil  and  Water  Conservation  District 
Editor,  Kittson  County  Enterprise 
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Roseau  County  Board  of  Commissioners 

Northwest  Regional  Development  Commission 

Red  Lake  Indian  Reservation 

Mayor,  City  of  Roseau 

Roseau  City  Council 

City  Clerk,  Roseau 

City  Planning  Coordinator,  Roseau 

Editor,  Roseau  Times  Region 

Roseau  County  Auditor 

Roseau  County  Office  of  Building  Official  and  Shoreland  Administrator 
Roseau  County  Extension  Agent 
Roseau  County  Highway  Engineer 

Roseau  County  Soil  and  Water  Conservation  District 
Roseau  River  Flood  Control  Committee 
Roseau  River  Watershed  District 

Superintendent,  Roseau  River  Wildlife  Management  Area 
Ross  -  Pinecreek  Improvement  Association 
Supervisor,  Beltrami  Island  State  Forest 
Roseau  Electric  Cooperative 

Rural  Municipality  of  Franklin,  Manitoba,  Canada 

Dr.  Kenneth  Ames 

Mr.  Arnie  Bauer 

Mr.  John  R.  Behnke 

Mr.  and  Mrs.  Burton  Berger son 

Mr.  Alan  Brew 

Brink,  Soloblk  and  Severson,  Attorneys  at  Law 

Mr.  Robert  Dama 

Ms.  Denise  DeF rates 

Mr.  Larry  Dobson 

Mr.  A1  Farmer 

Mr.  Robert  J.  Hall 

Mr.  Manfred  Holm 

Mr.  James  Jack 

Mrs.  Olga  Kuzlw 

Mr.  Richard  Lane 

Major  Paul  A.  Lebo 

Mr.  Lloyd  A.  Ofstedal 

Mr.  George  Rinde 

Shannon  &  Wilson,  Inc. 

Van  Doren  -  Hazard  -  Stalling  -  Schnack  Engineers 

Ms.  Phyllis  Vaughn 

Mr.  Garrett  B.  Voenaan 

Miss  Clara  Watkins 

Yon  and  Carter,  Attorneys  at  Law 
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125.  Copies  of  this  supplement  and  the  Final  EIS  have  been  furnished  to  the 
following  libraries  where  they  will  be  held  as  reference  material  available 
to  the  general  public  for  review: 


111  Legislative  Library 
State  Capitol 

St.  Paul,  Minnesota  55155 

University  of  Minnesota  Library 
409  Wilson  Library 
Minneapolis,  Minnesota  55455 

University  of  Minnesota 
Agricultural  Library 
St.  Paul,  Minnesota  55101 

Roseau  Branch  Library 
Roseau,  Minnesota  56741 

Greenbush  Branch  Library 
Greenbush,  Minnesota  56726 

Hallock  Branch  Library 
Hallock,  Minnesota  56728 

Red  Lake  Falls  Branch  Library 
Red  Lake  Falls,  Minnesota  56750 

Morgan  Library 

Colorado  State  University 

Fort  Collins,  Colorado  80523 

Warroad  Branch  Library 
Warroad,  Minnesota  56763 

Northwestern  Regional  Library 

101  East  First  Street 

Tnief  River  Falls,  Minnesota  56701 

St.  Paul  Public  Library 
90  West  Fourth  Street 
St.  Paul,  Minnesota  55102 

Hill  Reference  Library 
4th  and  Market  Streets 
St.  Paul,  Minnesota  55102 

Minneapolis  Public  Library 
300  Nicollet  Mall 
Minneapolis ,  Minnesota  55401 


Environmental  Conservation  Library 
300  Nicollet  Mall 
Minneapolis,  Minnesota  55401 
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Page  Three 

1.  Corrections  have  been  made  to  paragraph  3.  Information  on  Roseau  County 
regulations  was  inadvertently  omitted  in  the  draft  supplement,  but  is  included 
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are  not  completely  effective  and  the  river  bed  is  lowered  to  any 
extent,  it  could  have  a  highly  detrimental  effect  on  the  wildlife 
value  of  these  oxbows.  As  long  as  water  levels  remain  approximately 
the  sane  as  they  are  now,  these  oxbows  can  provide  valuable  habitat 
for  fish  and  wildlife. 
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PROJECT  ALIGNMENT 

MILE  91.2-  MILE  106.0 
ABOVE  MOUTH 


LEGEND 


DOWNSTREAM  CONSERVATION  PLUG 
SEE  EXHIBIT  6  FOR  DETAILS 

UPSTREAM  CONSERVATION  PLUG 

SEE  EXHIBIT  6  FOR  DETAILS 

PLUG  EXISTING  CHANNEL 

SEE  EXHIBIT  6  FOR  DETAILS 


•  ••••  NEW  CUTOFF  CHANNEL 

•  CUTOFF  DIVERSION  STF 

V  SEE  EXHIBIT  5  FI 


CUTOFF  DIVERSION  STRUCTURE 

SEE  EXHIBIT  5  FOR  DETAILS 

MOOIFIEO  DITCH  INLET 

SEE  EXHIBIT  8  FOR  DETAILS 


® 

UNEXCAVATED  CHANNEL  REACH 

SEE  EXHIBIT 

3  FOR 

DETAILS 

m 

EXISTING  OXBOW 

NUMBER 

SEE  EXHIBIT 

6  FOR 

DETAILS 

85'  r 

NEW  EXCAVATED 

CHANNEL 

BOTTOM 

SEE  EXHIBIT 

3  FOR 

DETAILS 

FISHERY  MITIGATION  STRUCTURE 

SEE  EXHIBIT  7  FOR  DETAILS 

LEVEE 

SEE  EXHIBIT  J  FOR  DETAILS 

SPOIL  DISPOSAL  AREA 

SEE  EXHIBIT  3  FOR  DETAILS 


—  •  *  Y  •> 


PROJECT  ALIGNMENT 

MILE  91.2-  MILE  106.0 
ABOVE  MOUTH 


EO  CHANNEL  REACH 
EXHIBIT  3  FOR  DETAILS 

OXBOW  NUMBER 
EXHIBIT  6  FOR  DETAILS 

hVATED  CHANNEL  BOTTOM  WIDTH 
EXHIBIT  3  FOR  DETAILS 

MITIGATION  STRUCTURE 
EXHIBIT  T  FOR  DETAILS 


EXHIBIT  3  FOR  OETAILS 
POjAL  AREA 

EXHIBIT  3  FOR  OETAILS 


GENERAL  DESIGN  MEMORANDUM 

ROSEAU  RIVER,  MINNESOTA 
PROJECT  ALIGNMENT 


J 


EXHIBIT-  2A 


T  162  N  |  TI63N 


R  4  3  W 


MILE  106.0-  MILE  120.1 
ABOVE  MOUTH 


LEGEND 

DOWNSTREAM  CONSERVATION  PLUG  ©  UNEXCAVATEO  CHANNEL  REACH 

SEE  EXHIBIT  6  FOR  DETAILS  SEE  EXHIBIT  3  FOR  OE TAILS 

UPSTREAM  CONSERVATION  PLUG  [0  EXISTING  OXBOW  NUMBER 

SEE  EXHIBIT  6  FOR  DETAILS  SEE  EXHIBIT  6  FOR  DETAILS 

PLUG  EXISTING  CHANNEL  —  —  —  NEW  EXCAVATED  CHANNEL  BOTTOM  WIDTH 

SEE  EXHIBIT  6  FOR  DETAILS  SEE  EXHIBIT  3  FOR  DETAILS 


NEW  CUTOFF  CHANNEL 

CUTOFF  DIVERSION  STRUCTURE 
SEE  EXHIBIT  5  FOR  DETAILS 

MOOIFIED  DITCH  INLET 

SEE  EXHIBIT  8  FOR  DETAILS 


FISHERY  MITIGATION  STRUCTURE 
SEE  EXHIBIT  7  FOR  DETAILS 


fffff  LEVEE 

SEE  EXHIBIT  3  FOR  DETAILS 


SPOIL  DISPOSAL  AREA 

SEE  EXHIBIT  3  FOR  DETAILS 


II 


ItEu  REACH 
FOR  DETAILS 


IUMBER 

i  FOR  OETAILS 


ANNEL  BOTTOM 
I  FOR  DETAILS 


WIDTH 


STRUCTURE 
FOR  OETAILS 


I  FOR  DETAILS 


EA 

I  FOR  OETAILS 


6^ 


SCALE  M  IOOO  FEET 


GENERAL  DESIGN  MEMORANDUM 

ROSEAU  RIVER,  MINNESOTA 

PROJECT  ALIGNMENT 

EXHIBIT- 2B 


'  r 


•'C 


*■  * 


TI62N  |  TI63N 

)  1*10*00.%  I  J 


PROJECT  ALIGNMENT 

MILE  120.1-MILE  137.4 
ABOVE  MOUTH 

I  01  23436799 

L^i.i  i-  i  1  *  i  -1 - 1 - 1 - » 

SCALE  IN  *000  FEET 


0 


LEGEND 


DOWNSTREAM  CONSERVATION  PLUG  ® 

SEE  EXHIBIT  6  FOR  DETAILS 

UPSTREAM  CONSERVATION  PLUG  CD 

SEE  EXHIBIT  6  FOR  DETAILS 

PLUG  EXISTING  CHANNEL  - 

SEE  EXHIBIT  6  FOR  DETAILS 


NEW  CUTOFF  CHANNEL 

CUTOFF  DIVERSION  STRUCTURE 
SEE  EXHIBIT  S  FOR  DETAILS 

MODIFIED  DITCH  INLET 

SEE  EXHIBIT  S  FOR  DETAILS 


UNEXCAVATED  CHANNEL  REACH 

SEE  EXHIBIT  3  FOR  DETAILS 

EXISTING  OXBOW  NUMBER 

SEE  EXHIBIT  6  FOR  DETAILS 

NEW  EXCAVATED  CHANNEL  BOTTOM 
SEE  EXHIBIT  3  FOR  DETAILS 

FISHERY  MITIGATION  STRUCTURE 
SEE  EXHIBIT  7  FOR  DETAILS 

LEVEE 

SEE  EXHIBIT  3  FOR  DETAILS 

SPOIL  DISPOSAL  AREA 

SEE  EXHIBIT  3  FOR  DETAILS 


WIDTH 

GENERAL  DESIGN  ME 

ROSEAU  RIVER,  K 

PROJECT  AUG! 


■'-*•** 


R39W 


REACH 
OR  DETAILS 

BER 

OR  DETAILS 

lEU  BOTTOM  WIDTH 
OR  OE  TAILS 

TRUCTURE 
OR  OETAILS 


OR  DETAILS 
'OR  OETAILS 


GENERAL  DESIGN  MEMORANDUM  . 

ROSEAU  RIVER,  MINNESOTA 

PROJECT  ALIGNMENT 


v- 


^ _ 


TYPICAL  TRAPEZOIDAL  CHANNEL  SECTION  WITH  LEVEE  (LEFT  BANK  EXCAVATION)  -  REACH  I 


■00  O  100  200  300  400 

TYPICAL  ELEVATED  CHANNEL  SECTION  (RIGHT  BANK  EXCAVATION)  -  REACH  I 


LOCATION  OF  ELEVATED,  TRAPEZOI  DAL,  AND  UNEXCAVATEO 

CHANNEL 

REACHES 

WITHIN  REACH  1  (SEE  NOTES  A  -  C 

BE 

STATION 

TYPE  OF 

LSN8TH  OF 

STATION 

TYPE  OF 

LENGTH  OF 

REMARKS 

STATION 

TYPE  OF 

LE* 

_ FROM 

TO 

REACH  IN  FT 

FROM 

TO 

REACH  IN  FT 

FROM 

TO 

CHANNEL  SECTION 

REi 

0*00 

8S*00A 

ELEVATED 

448*00 

478*80 

TRAPEZOIDAL 

677  *20 

743  *00 

TRAPEZOIDAL 

S3*  OOA 

■02*80A 

TNAPEZOlOAL 

CUT-OFF*l 

478*80 

482  *80 

ELEVATED 

400 

743*00 

748*00 

ELEVATED 

■02*80A 

1ST  *70 

ELEVATED 

492*80 

499*80 

TRAPEZOIDAL 

T48  *00 

766*30 

TNAPEZOlOAL 

1ST  •  70 

193*90 

TNAPEZOlOAL 

CUT-OFF* 3 

499  *80 

302  *80 

ELEVATED 

300 

766  *  30 

769*30 

ELEVATED 

■S3  *90 

340*98 

ELEVATED 

902  *80 

343  *20 

TRAPEZOIDAL 

\  769*80 

826*60 

TRAPEZOIDAL 

340*99 

343*49 

UNEXCAVATED 

290 

343  *20 

347*20 

ELEVATED 

400 

826  *60 

931  *60 

ELEVATED 

343*48 

388*  99 

TRAPEZOIDAL 

347  *-20 

3  7  3*70 

TNAPEZOlOAL 

931  *60 

837*00 

TRAPEZOIDAL 

MS*  99 

MS*  09 

UNEXCAVATEO 

290 

373*70 

576  ♦  70 

ELEVATED 

300 

I  637  *00 

861*00 

ELEVATED 

SSS*09 

389*99 

TNAPEZOlOAL 

976*70 

601  *  90 

TNAPEZOlOAL 

661  *00 

940*00 

TRAPEZOIDAL 

»44*J6 

390*86 

UNEXCAVATED 

290 

801  *80 

604*  80 

ELEVATED 

300 

940  *00 

943*00 

ELEVATED 

390*89 

412*79 

TNAPEZOlOAL 

804* flO 

633*20 

TNAPEZOlOAL 

946*00 

969*80 

TRAPEZOIDAL 

412*79 

419*28 

UNEXCAVATEO 

290 

633*20 

637*  20 

ELEVATED 

400 

989  *60 

994*80 

ELEVATED 

418*29 

443*00 

TNAPEZOlOAL 

637*20 

672*20 

TRAPEZOIDAL 

994*60 

1812*00 

TRAPEZOIDAL 

443*00 

448*00 

ELEVATED 

300 

672*20 

677. 20 

ELEVATED 

300 

- - 

No*4»: 

A.  CHANNEL  CON  FI8URAT  IONS  OF  THE  TRAPCZO'OAL  CHANNEL  SECTIONS 
A*E_NOTEO  IN  THE  TAiLE  TO  THE  RI8MT. 


A  ALL  ELEVATED  AND  UNEXCAVATED  CHANNEL  ME  ACHES  ARE  LOCATED 
WITHIN  NCACH  I. 

C.  EXACT  LOCATIONS  OF  ELEVATED  AND  UNEXCAVATEO  CHANNEL  NE ACHES 
TO  SE  VENIFICD  IN  THE  FIELO. 


£  ExcaiQf€d  C7i/'>"6 


5*30"'  fL//*A 

r-tte  no* e  3 


'E*t*hnf  ground  >>ne 


\Wi(^*h  ya»-i0& 
Chonncl  tx>ftorrv 


Lifttif  of  9 tcouert ton  on  vn«xco*»Tf  ^  :>•  A 
5«*  A7<J  t*  4 


TYPICAL  TRAPEZOIDAL  CHANNEL  SECTION  WITHOUT  LEVEE  [LEFT  BANK  EXCAVATION) 


ALLOWABLE  configurations 

AS  DEFINED  BY  TYPICAL  TRAPEZOIDAL  SECTION  ABOVE 


l£et  Bank  excavation  1  right  hank  Excavation 


REACHES  WITHIN  REACH  I  (SEE  NOTES  A  -  C  BELOW) 


urn. 

I -  — 


t  ■  FffQ>l< 

TO 

CHANNEL  SECTION 

ST7,g0 

743*00 

TRAPEZOlOAL 

^  743  »00 

748  *00 

f  ELEVATED 

_  740  *00 

786*30 

|  TRAPEZOIDAL 

T««*30 

769*50 

elevated 

769  *30 

826*60 

trapezoidal 

826  ♦  GQ 

831 *60 

elevated 

•3/  *30 

83 7*00 

TRAPEZOIDAL 

B37  .00 

'  861*00 

elevateo 

86'  *00 

940*00 

TRAPEZOlOAL 

940*00 

943400 

ELEVATEO 

949  *00 

989*60 

TRAPEZOlOAL 

MJ*«o"1 

994*60 

elevated 

994*«o 

1612*00 

TRAPEZOIDAL 

‘  -  - j 

• _ I 

- 

LENGTH  OF 
REACH  IN  FT 


I  FOR  PLAN,  CHANNEL  BOTTOM  width,  AND  DESIGNATED  woe  for  excavation 
SE.E  EXHIBITS  1, 2A.2B.2C,  6  3 

2.  LEAVE  OPENING  IN  SPOIL  BANK  WHERE  REQUIRE  0  FOR  NATURAL  DRAINAGE  GRADE  BERMS 
AND  SPOIL  BANKS  TO  DRAIN 

3.  ALL  SPO'L  WILL  BE  PLACED  ON  tmE  SIDE  OF  ThE  CHANNEL  OESiGNATEO  FOR 
EXCAVATION. 

4.  ON  ThE  UNEXCAVATED  BANK.  THE  CHANNEL  S'OE  SLOPE  AT  THE  BASE  OF  TmC 
TRAPEZOIDAL  CHANNEL  WILL  BE  EXCAVATED  ONl*  TO  THE  EXTENT  NECESSART  TO 
MAKE  A  SMOOTH  TRANSIT  ON  BETWEEN  ThE  TRAPEZOlOAL  CHANNEL  BOTTOM  AND  ’HE 
EXISTING  CHANNEL  BANK. 

5  WHEN  BOTH  BANK  E  XCAVAT iON  'S  USED.  USE  SAME  CHANNEL  CONFIGURATION  FOR 
EACH  BANK  AS  SHOWN  IN  THE  TABLE  ABOVE 


MPARTMtNT  OF  TM  AMT 

SI  PAUt  Oi STRICT  coon  Of  IMMUI 
St  MUC  XRHWfOT* 

G tT.r  f  aT  "rfSi'iN  urPAHOun 

flood  control 

ROSEAU  RIVER,  MINNESOTA 

TYPICAL  CHANNEL  SECTION 
uEVEE  AND  CHANNEL  SECTION  -  REACH  I 


SUPPLEMENT  2 


DATtf 
DMT  IMO 


PERSPECTIVE  VIEW 

TYPICAL  TRANSITION  FROM  LEFT  -  RANK 
TRAPEZOlOAL  CHANNEL  EXCAVATION 
TO  ELEVATED  CHANNEL  EXCAVATION. 


.notes; 

1.  ALL  ELEVATEO  CHANNEL  PEACHES  ARE  LOCATED  WITHIN  REACH  I 

2.  ON  THE  UNEXCAVATED  SANK.  THE  CHANNEL  SlOE  SLOPE  AT  THE 

BASE  OF  THE  TRAPEZOIOAL  CHANNEL  WILL  BE  EXCAVATED  ONLY 
TO  THE  EXTENT  NECESSARY  TO  MARE  A  SMOOTH  TRANSITION 

BETWEEN  THE  TRAPEZOIDAL  CHANNEL  BOTTOM  ANO  THE 
EXISTING  CHANNEL  8ANR. 

3.  ALL  SPOIL  WILL  BE  PLACED  ON  THE  SIDE  OF  THE  CHANNEL 

DCStONATEO  FOR  EXCAVATION. 

4  THE  MAXIMUM  SPOIL  PILE  HEIGHT  IS  B'.  THE  TOP  WIDTH  WILL 
VARY  DEPENDING  ON  AVAILABLE  SPOIL. 

3  SEE  EXHIBIT  S  FOR  TYPICAL  ELEVATED  CHANNEL  SECTION  AND 
LOCATION  OF  ELEVATEO  CHANNEL  REACHES 


I 


E:df]  RIPPAP 

TYPICAL  PLAN 

CUTOFF  OfVMSWW  STRUCTURE  I.  3,  5,  6.  7.  8*.  9.  lOfl,  10b 
SCALE:  I”  «  20 


/ 


*  A.  '<«NMCNT  0#  WAX*  AnS  *•*«**  LtL  TO  Flow 


ggCTIgN  A-_A 
SCALE  l"  •  10' 


»  LENGTH  AS  NEEOED  TO  PiT  WHOLE  GABIONS 


SECTION  B-B 

SCALE  I J  •  S’ 


A 


r  “  I 


Sami  compacted  fit! ■. 


7/^& 


J _ L 


H*  jOitf  from  tutnng 

oxbow  bottom  to  top  of  rivtr  boot 
(Sot  tab  It  i 


p 


£  lifting  oxbow  bottom 


~^r 


TYPICAL  UPSTREAM  CONSERVATION  PLUG 


(6  PERMANENT  AND  5  TEMPORARY  REQ'D.) 


UPSTREAM  CONSERVATK 

OXBOW 

NUMBER 

TYPE  OF 
PLUG  REQ' 

\ 

TEMPORAL 

2 

•  PERMANEN 

5 

•  PERMANEN 

4 

PERMANEN' 

» 

PERMANENT 

6 

PERMANEN’ 

T 

PERMANENT 

8 

TEMPORARY 

9 

TEMPORARY 

10 

TEMPORAR’ 

II 

TEMPORARY 

NO  UPSTREAM  CONSERVA 
IN  OXBOW  NOS.  12  Ok  13 


NOTE: 

•  IF  EXIST 
OF  PROf 
INSTALL. 


A  TYPICAL  DOWNSTREAM  CONSERVATION  PLUG 

™  (6  REQ'D.) 


k- 


- »J  .I'M in  about  aOjocmt 

'  top  of  bonk 


Mom  tltpt  /  anS  - 


'W5WST'' 

' - FmrnUna  or, 


Flitting  groan* 


Stmictmptctt*  till v. 

_ \ _ :i 


TYPICAL  CHANNEL  PLUG 


£~Mox  t/opt  tonJ 


(4  REQ'D.) 


/ 


UPSTREAM  CONSERVATION  PLUGS 


CVBOW 

NUMBER 

TYPE  OF 

Plug  REQ'D. 

HEIGHT 

\Vfi 

1 

TEMPORARY 

6.S‘ 

2 

•  permanent 

6  a 

5 

•  PERMANENT 

5.0' 

4 

permanent 

45' 

5 

permanent 

3.0’ 

_ 6 

PERMANENT 

4.3* 

7 

permanent 

4.3' 

8 

TEMPORARY 

4.tf 

$ 

TEMPORARY 

4.0* 

10 

TEMPORARY 

3.3' 

1 1 

temporary 

4.3' 

NO  UPSTREAM  CONSERVATION  PLUG  REQ'D 
IN  OXBOW  NOS.  <2  &I3 


-  I*  EXISTING  PERMANENT  PLUG  tS  REMOVED  AS  A  RESULT 
OF  PROPOSED  CHANNEL  EXCAVATION.  A  NEW  PLUG  WILL  BE 
INSTALLED 


jxawstream  ::*$£pva7I0n  plugs! 
OXBOW  |  '  culvertTcolvert  | 


0  DOWNSTREAM  CONSERVATION  PLUG 

REQ'D  IN  OXBOW  NUMBER  '.  8,9.10,11.12,®  13 


EXACT  LOCATION  OF  CONSERVATION 
TO  BE  VERIFIED  IN  THE  FIELD 


BH'NnW 
DRG  LD  i»H» 

WUWIIIY 


luBNirm  by 

j!L.  •  ^r. 

M  APWNOVtO  ^ 


MICROCOPY  RESOLUTION  TEST  CHART 

*U»£AU  Of  STAMOAftOS  -  IM3  -  A 


(  4  HtQ’O) 
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United  States  Department  of  the  Interior 

in  unv  *tf  i 

PISH  AND  WILDLirr.  SERVICE 
Federal  Building,  Port  Snclling  AFA-SE 

Twin  Cities,  Minnesota  55 1 1 1 


NOV  30  1979 

Colonel  William  D.  Badger 
District  Engineer 
U.  S.  Army  Engineer  District 
St .  Paul 

135  U.  S.  Post  Office  and 
Custom  House 
St.  Paul,  MN  55101 


Dear  Colonel  Badger: 

Reference  your  letter  of  November  16,  1979,  NCSED-ER.  I  have  reviewed 
the  biological  assessments  you  sent  for  the  following  St.  Paul  District 
projects: 


Section  107  -  Small  Boat  Harbors 

Grand  Portage,  Minnesota 
Lake  City,  Minnesota 
Washburn,  Wisconsin 
Ashland,  Wisconsin 

Section  103  -  Beach  Erosion 

Ashland,  Wisconsin 
Two  Harbors,  Minnesota 


Cook  County 
Wabasha  County 
Bayfield  County 
Ashland  County 


Ashland  County 
Lake  County 


Section  14  -  Emergency  Bank  Stabilization 
Mahnomen,  Minnesota  Mahnomen  County 


Section  111  -  Mitigation  for  Shore  Damage 

Big  Bay,  Michigan  ^  Marquette  County 

Construction 

Roseau  River,  Minnesota  Roseau  and  Kittson  Counties 

I  concur  with  your  "not  likely  to  affect"  decisions  on  all  projects  with 
the  exception  of  the  construction  project  on  the  Roseau  River.  Roseau 
County,  Minnesota  has  supported  an  active  eagle  nest  in  the  past,  but 
presently  this  once  active  territory  has  been  abandoned.  My  concern  is 
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the  destruction  of  potential  nesting  habitat  along  the  river  within  the 
project  area.  I  therefore  suggest  you  conduct  an  eagle  survey  prior  to 
any  construction  that  might  be  initiated  between  February  1  and  August  15. 
If  evidence  of  eagle  nesting  is  found  please  contact  the  Region  3 
Endangered  Species  Office  at  612-725-3596. 


Sincerely  yours, 


fcforlcs  A.  !*JC Ms* 
Acting  Regional  tSifoclp*; 
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Mr.  iarvey  kelson 
Regional  uir actor 
u •  l>.  Fisn  and  Wiiilifu  Service 
Federal  iluildlug,  Fort  duelling 
twin  Cities,  Minnesota  iilli 

dear  Mr.  Welsont 

Mr.  Cuarieo  A.  jiujnlett's  letter  (Filet  AFA-3C)  of  J)  h'ov&aber  1971  expressed 
concern  over  tea  loss  of  potential  eagle  nesting  mb i tat  witnlu  the  Roseau 
River  project  area. 

We  snare  your  concern  for  Cue  bald  eagle  but  believe  tiiat  the  eagle  would 
not  bo  affected  by  tne  project  in  spite  of  the  redaction  la  riparian  vege¬ 
tation  resulting  fro. a  construction.  Most  of  the  proposed  channel  excavation 
would  occur  on  only  one  bank,  leaving  more  thau  j)  percent  of  tne  trees  in¬ 
tact.  frees  would  be  planted  to  replace  some  of  those  lost  to  construction. 

In  addition,  the  belt  of  riparian  trees  along  the  river  is  not  continuous 
turough  tne  project  area.  Most  of  the  reaches  with  adequate  nesting  trees 
adjoin  extensively  cultivated  areas  with  a  high  likelihood  of  human  disturb¬ 
ance.  fne  area  known  as  the  dig  Swamp  has  a  low  population  density  and  low 
potential  for  disturbance  but  few  mature  trees  because  of  soil  and  moisture 
conditions  and  tree  removal  conducted  during  channelization  in  past  years. 

That  nesting  conditions  for  e&glas  are  less  tnan  optimum  may  be  confirmed  by 
our  review  of  field  observations.  Ttva  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  aas  no  record 
of  active  territories  in  the  project  area,  and  no  sightings  of  bald  eagles  have 
bean  made  by  or  reported  to  the  Minnesota  JdR.  Wo  eagles  were  observed  during 
field  surveys  (conducted  for  the  environmental  impact  statement)  by  the  Institute 
for  geological  Studies  of  the  University  of  .forth  dakota,  Grand  Forks,  Finally, 
biologists  from  the  Corps,  Cue  Minnesota  &UL,  and  Che  Fisli  and  Wildlife  Service 
saw  no  evidence  of  bald  eagle  activity  during  several  aerial  ami  river  surveys 
vltuia  cue  past  l  years. 

I  appreciate  your  concern  about  habitat  fox  tne  bald  eagle.  The  planned  one- 
bank  channel  excavation  was  designed  to  preserve  as  many  trass  as  possible. 

In  addition,  coordination  is  continuing  between  the  Corps,  the  Fish  end  Wildlife 
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lr.  darvey  nelson 


fj  oeceuoer  UTi 


service,  and  Cue  Hiunesota  J.48.  to  reduce  cue  impact  of  Cue  project  on  tne  aquatic 
couiunuicy  as  much  as  possible  and  to  iiitijace  <ia.uages  to  terrestrial  nabitat. 

iu  view  of  cue  r eaao as  presented  above,  X  oellcve  teat  bald  ea,<j.e-»  do  not  near 
in  t.io  project  area  and  tnat  a  bail  eagle  survey  would  not  be  likely  to  yield 
any  information  to  tae  contrary.  Me  will,  of  course,  coutiuuo  to  iook  for  any 
evidence  of  ca:jles  taring  all  of  our  activities  iu  the  project  area. 

If  .you  disagree  with  tils  analysis,  please  provide  as  with  (guidance  regarding 
cue  parameters  and  frequency  of  sampling  wnich  would  meet  your  requirements. 

.Vay  questions  taut  you  nay  nuva  may  be  uirecced  to  Jo  m  onyue  of  the  duviron- 
aental  desonrcea  dra.icu  at  /do-77 71. 

sincerely. 


WIU.LH  JAIXJuR 
Colonel,  Corps  of  duginaer* 
dis  trice  bigiaeer 
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United  States  Department  of  the  Interior 


FISH  AND  WILDLIFE  SERVICE 
Federal  Building,  Fort  Snelling 
Twin  Cities,  Minnesota  55 1 1 1 


acre*  to: 
AFA-SE 


JAN  7  1330 

Colonel  William  T).  Badger 
District  Engineer 
U.  S.  Army  Engineer  District 
St.  Paul 

1135  U.  S.  Post  Office  and 
Custom  House 
St.  Paul,  MN  55101 

Dear  Colonel  Badger: 

I  have  reviewed  your  December  20,  1979  letter  (NCSED-ER)  of  explanation 
regarding  the  Roseau  River  project  and  its  possible  effect  on  the  bald 
eagle.  We  were  well  aware  that  the  river  within  the  project  area  is 
not  being  used  by  nesting  eagles  at  the  present  time  and  that  nesting 
conditions  for  most  reaches  are  less  than  optimum.  Our  concerns,  how¬ 
ever,  are  not  only  for  the  possible  future  use  of  this  marginal  area  by 
the  bald  eagle  but  also  for  the  loss  of  50  percent  of  the  riparian 
habitat  along  46  miles  of  river.  The  direct  and  Indirect  cumulative 
and  long  term  effects  of  projects  of  this  magnitude  must  be  considered 
in  our  evaluation. 

It  does  appear  that  your  concerns  for  this  species  have  been  considered 
during  project  planning,  in  that  some  of  the  trees  lost  to  construction 
would  be  replaced  by  planting. 

In  view  of  the  number  of  aerial  and  river  surveys  conducted  within  the 
project  area  within  the  past  two  years  and  with  your  assurance  that  you 
will  "continue  to  look  for  any  evidence  of  eagles  during  all  of  your 
activities  in  the  project  area"  I  will  waive  the  former  request  for  an 
additional  eagle  survey  at  this  time.  If  through  future  project  investi¬ 
gations,  planning,  or  construction  you  find  any  listed  species  in  the 
area,  please  re-initiate  consultation  by  notifying  this  office. 

This  letter  provides  comment  only  on  the  endangered  species  aspect  of  the 
project.  Comments  on  other  aspects  of  the  project  under  the  authority  of 
and  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Coordination 
Act  (48  Stat.  401,  as  amended;  16  U.S.C.  661  et.  seq.)  may  be  sent  under 
separate  cover. 


Sincerely  yours, 


Aci:.o 


v  >»  '*■,** 

,v  nuv 
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APPENDIX  B 

404(b)(1)  EVALUATION  OF  THE 
ROSEAU  RIVER  FLOOD  CONTROL  PROJECT 
ROSEAU  AND  KITTSON  COUNTIES,  MINNESOTA 


The  following  is  an  evaluation  of  the  proposed  construction  and  fill  activities 
in  accordance  with  the  requirements  of  Section  404  of  the  Clean  Hater  Act  of 
1977  (Public  Law  95-217). 

1.  PROJECT  DESCRIPTION 


Flood  control  would  be  achieved  along  the  Roseau  River  in  Roseau  and  Kittson 
Counties,  Minnesota  (Exhibit  1),  by  increasing  the  channel  capacity  through 
widening  43.9  channel  miles,  primarily  along  one  bank.  The  project  also  includes 
5  miles  of  channel  cutoffs  to  bypass  11-3/4  miles  of  river  channel  during  high 
flows,  nine  structures  to  divert  low  flows  through  the  existing  channel  at  the 
cutoffs,  two  levees,  side  ditch  outlet  control  structures,  permanent  plugs  in  six 
and  temporary  plugs  in  five  channel  loops  cut  off  by  previous  channelization,  riprap 
protection  of  bridge  enfcankments ,  placement  of  dredged  material  in  two  locations  to 
facilitate  the  development  of  waterfowl  impoundments,  and  58  structures  to  improve 
fish  habitat  where  the  channel  bottom  is  altered  (Exhibit  2). 

a.  Description  of  the  proposed  discharge  of  dredged  or  fill  materials 


The  major  discharge  of  dredged  material  would  be  the  disposal  of  material 
excavated  from  the  channel  bank  into  wetlands  along  the  river  channel  in  the 
areas  known  as  Big  Swamp  and  Roseau  Lake.  Fill  material  would  be  placed  at 
most  of  the  outlets  of  87  side  ditches,  in  one  bypass  channel  which  would  be 
constructed  in  a  wetland,  in  11  oxbow  loops,  on  all  bridge  embankments,  and 
in  the  channel  for  fish  habitat  structures. 

(1)  General  characteristics  of  material  -  Material  produced  by  channel 
excavation  would  be  river  bottom  sediments  and  channel  bank  soils  consisting 
of  sandy-gravelly  clays  and  silts  in  the  Big  Swamp;  plus  peat  and  fine  sands, 
clays,  and  silts  in  the  bed  of  Roseau  Lake,  Side  ditch  and  bridge  protection 
would  be  accomplished  with  gabion  baskets  and/or  rock  fill  over  plastic  filter- 
cloth.  The  channel  diversion  structure  would  be  constructed  of  gabion  baskets, 
filled  with  rocks,  with  fill  placed  over  a  gravel  bed  in  the  excavated  cutoff 
channel.  Approaches  would  be  protected  with  riprap.  Oxbow  plugs  would  be 
constructed  of  excavated  material  similar  to  that  listed  above  for  Big  Swamp. 
Fish  habitat  structures  would  be  composed  of  clean  washed  gravel  and  rubble  on 
the  channel  bottom  plus  rock  riprap  on  banks  and  rocks  in  gabion  baskets  in 
the  channel  and  on  the  banks. 

(2)  Quantity  of  material  proposed  for  discharge  -  The  discharge  of  exca¬ 
vated  material  into  wetlands  would  include  all  material  removed  for  channel 
widening  and  deposited  along  the  river  on  one  side  from  T163N,  R42W,  Section 
30  to  T163N,  R44H,  Section  7  (approximately  14.5  miles),  and  along  both  sides 
of  a  new  cutoff  channel  from  T163N,  R39W,  Section  22  to  T163N,  R40W,  Section 
19  (approximately  3  miles).  The  amount  of  material  to  be  discharged  in  the 
Big  Swamp  reach  is  approximately  1,355,777  cubic  yards;  approximately  698,824 
cubic  yards  would  be  placed  in  the  Roseau  Lake  reach.  An  additional  84,374 
cubic  yards  would  be  placed  in  wetlands  in  the  3-mile  reach  downstream  of  the 
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lower  limit  of  Big  Swamp.  Sufficient  riprap,  gabions,  and  filtercloth  would  be 
used  to  protect  the  ditch  outlets  and  nine  bridges.  The  amount  of  material 
required  for  fish  habitat  structure  construction  cannot  be  determined  until 
the  structures  are  designed.  Temporary  channel  plugs  would  be  placed  in  five  in¬ 
lets,  and  permanent  plugs  would  be  placed  in  six  inlets  and  outlets  of  abandoned 
channel  loops,  requiring  approximately  4,700  cubic  yards  of  excavated  material. 
Construction  of  the  diversion  structure  would  require  1,850  cubic  yards  of  rock, 
gravel,  and  fill  material. 

(3)  Source  of  material  -  All  earthen  fill  would  be  excavated  from  the 
channel  bottom  and  banks.  Where  sufficient  material  would  not  be  available 
from  the  river  channel,  material  would  be  borrowed  from  land  adjacent  to  the 
placement  site.  The  source  of  rock  fill  has  not  yet  been  identified.  Field 
piles  may  be  used,  if  suitable.  Rock,  gravel,  and  rubble  material  excavated 
from  the  river  channel  would  be  used,  where  suitable,  after  washing  or  screening. 

b.  Description  of  the  proposed  disposal  sites  for  dredged  or  fill  material 

(1)  Location  -  Locations  of  fill  activities  are  indicated  in  Exhibit  2. 

Fish  habitat  structures  are  shown  at  tentative  locations.  Several  of  the  struc¬ 
tures  are  planned  to  be  installed  early  in  project  construction.  After  observing 
the  functioning  of  these  structures,  it  may  be  found  beneficial  to  alter  the 
design  and/or  location  of  the  rest  of  the  structures.  Some  may  be  relocated 

to  avoid  bank  stability  problems.  Additional  investigations  will  be  conducted 
during  the  preparation  of  plans  and  specifications. 

(2)  Type  of  disposal  sites  -  Material  excavated  from  the  channel  would  be 
placed  in  discontinuous  piles  along  the  project  right-of-way  in  wetland  areas 
downstream  of  Big  Swamp,  through  the  Big  Swamp  and  the  south  bank  of  Cutoff  8, 
and  in  continuous  piles  on  the  north  bank  of  Cutoff  8  and  the  south  bank  at 
Badger  Creek.  Wetlands  to  be  impacted  are  primarily  a  mixture  of  Type  2  (meadow) , 
Type  3  (shallow  marsh) ,  and  Type  6  (shrub  swamp)  as  well  as  a  6-acre  Type  4 
(deep  marsh)  in  the  Big  Swamp  area;  and  Type  1  (seasonally  flooded  basin)  and 
Type  2  (meadow)  in  the  Roseau  Lake  area.  Ditch  inlet  and  bridge  embankment  pro¬ 
tection  would  be  placed  on  channel  banks.  Fish  habitat  structures  would  be  placed 
on  the  channel  bottom.  A  diversion  structure  would  be  placed  on  the  bottom 

of  a  newly  excavated  channel  in  Cutoff  8.  Plugs  would  be  placed  in  oxbows , 
i.e.,  channel  loops  isolated  by  previous  channelization  activity  which  are  now 
a  mixture  of  Type  3  (shallow  marsh)  and  Type  4  (deep  marsh)  wetlands. 

(3)  Method  of  discharge  -  Excavated  material  would  be  placed  by  dragline 
and  shaped,  if  necessary,  by  machinery.  Rock  fill  and  riprap  would  be  placed 
by  crane  or  front-end  loader.  Channel  plugs  would  be  placed  similarly  or  by 
the  dragline. 

(4)  When  will  disposal  occur?  -  Disposal  rould  occur  during  4  construction 
seasons  beginning  in  1982. 

(5)  Projected  life  of  disposal  sites  -  The  projected  life  of  the  project 
is  50  years. 

(6)  Bathymetry  -  The  placement  of  excavated  material,  channel  plugs,  and 
riprap  bank  protection  would  have  little,  if  any,  effect  on  water  depths.  The 
diversion  structure  would  maintain  depths  in  a  section  of  the  existing  channel 
at  low  flows.  Only  high  flows  would  pass  down  the  new  cutoff.  Fish  habitat 
structures  would  be  placed  to  provide  variations  in  water  depth  and  current 
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velocity  for  the  benefit  of  the  fishery  resources.  Plugs  would  Increase 
water  depths  year-round  in  the  oxbows. 

2.  PHYSICAL  EFFECTS  (40  CFR  230.4-1  (a)) 

a.  Potential  destruction  of  wetlands  -  effects  on  CAP  CFR  230.4-1  (a)(1) 

(i-vl» 

The  oxbow  plugs,  one  diversion  structure,  and  approximately  2  million  cubic  yards 
of  excavated  material  would  be  placed  in  wetlands. 

(1)  Foodchain  production  -  Oxbow  plugs  would  be  placed  to  provide  increased 
opportunities  for  waterfowl  production.  These  areas  presently  flood  during  high 
water  and  retain  some  water  in  deeper  portions  throughout  the  year.  The  main 
value  of  these  areas  would  be  for  waterfowl  and  aquatic  fauna  adapted  to  tempor¬ 
ary  water  habitats  since  no  overwintering  would  be  likely  in  such  shallow  areas 
with  no  year-round  water  supply.  Wetland  areas  that  would  receive  excavated 
material  are  isolated  from  the  river  and  would  be  used  by  most  aquatic  organisms 
only  during  high  water  years.  Areas  covered  by  dredged  material  would  no  longer 
produce  vegetation  suitable  for  waterfowl.  The  diversion  structure  would  main¬ 
tain  normal  low  flows  in  the  existing  river  channel,  allowing  continued  produc¬ 
tion  of  the  aquatic  foodchain. 

(2)  General  habitat  -  Wetland  areas  receiving  fill  would  essentially 
change  to  upland  habitat  due  to  the  height  of  the  disposal  piles.  The  area  to 
be  covered  would  amount  to  366.1  acres.  Oxbow  plugs  would  change  the  oxbow  habi¬ 
tat  from  Type  2  (meadow)  and  Type  3  (shallow  marsh)  to  Type  4  (deep  marsh). 

The  diversion  structure  would  maintain  habitat  in  the  river. 

(3)  Nesting,  spawning,  rearing,  and  resting  sites  for  aquatic  or  land  species. 

(a)  The  wetland  areas  that  would  be  filled  are  a  mixture  of  meadows, 
shallow  marsh,  deep  marsh,  and  shrub  swamp  (Types  2,  3,  4,  and  6,  respectively) 
dominated  by  sedge  meadow.  Areas  receiving  the  fill  would  be  eliminated  as  nest¬ 
ing  and  feeding  areas  for  waterfowl.  The  area  would  be  available  for  use  by 
spawning  fish  only  in  years  when  overbank  flooding  takes  place.  The  area  receiv¬ 
ing  the  fill  would  be  elevated  and  experience  a  change  in  vegetation  type.  It 
would  no  longer  be  suitable  for  fish  spawning  or  egg  development  since  northern 
pike,  the  predominant  marsh-spawning  species,  require  flooded  vegetation  to 
spawn.  Breaks  in  the  disposal  sites  in  the  Big  Swamp  reach  may  allow  fish 
passage  to  areas  landward  of  the  disposal  piles. 

(b)  Waterfowl  currently  use  the  oxbows  for  nesting,  feeding,  and 
resting.  The  plugs  are  intended  to  provide  Increased  water  area  and  some 
measure  of  control  over  water  depth  so  that  these  areas  could  be  managed  for 
increased  waterfowl  utilization.  Any  fish  that  would  enter  these  oxbows  to 
spawn  would  be  trapped.  Spawning  would  likely  be  successful,  and  some  forage 
fish  and  Invertebrates  might  be  available  to  support  the  juvenile  fish.  How¬ 
ever,  the  oxbows  would  be  relatively  shallow  and  nutrient-rich,  and  would  have 
no  continuous  fresh  water  supply.  These  areas  are  not  expected  to  support 
fish  over  winter.  Other  oxbows  with  better  water  supply  and  depth  would  be 
left  open  to  continue  providing  areas  for  both  fish  spawning  and  waterfowl  nest¬ 
ing.  The  diversion  structure  would  maintain  a  portion  of  the  river  in  its  present 
state  so  that  current  levels  of  nesting  and  spawning  can  continue.  To  reduce 
adverse  effects  of  placing  fill  materials  in  the  Type  IV  wetland,  a  nor  wetland 
area  would  be  excavated  in  the  inmedlate  vicinity.  The  sice  and  configuration 
of  the  excavation  would  be  designed  to  provide  for  optimal  waterfowl  use. 
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(4)  Those  areas  set  aside  for  aquatic  environment  study  or  sanctuaries 
or  refuges  -  Most  of  the  wetland  fill  and  all  of  the  oxbow  plugs  would  be 
placed  within  the  Minnesota  Department  of  Natural  Resources  Wildlife  Manage¬ 
ment  Area.  This  area  is  managed  for  wildlife  production  (primarily  waterfowl), 
public  hunting,  and  trapping.  Sanctuary  areas  are  contained  within  the  man¬ 
agement  area,  but  none  would  be  affected  by  the  proposed  activities. 

(5)  Natural  drainage  characteristics  -  Disposal  piles  of  excavated  mater¬ 
ial,  except  where  placed  for  future  waterfowl  impoundment  development,  would 
be  discontinuous  to  reduce  the  interruption  of  natural  drainage  patterns. 

Some  ponding  may  occur,  depending  on  the  frequency  of  interruptions  in  the 
piles.  The  oxbows  would  be  plugged  to  retain  water  entering  them  in  the  spring. 
The  diversion  structure  would  route  river  flow  through  the  existing  channel. 

(6)  Sedimentation  patterns  -  The  effect  of  these  activities  on  sedimen¬ 
tation  patterns  is  unknown.  The  Roseau  River  normally  has  a  low  sediment 
load,  but  this  would  increase  during  the  4-year  construction  period  due  to 
bank  excavation.  An  increase  in  sediment  deposition  would  be  expected  in  the 
upstream  ends  of  the  plugged  oxbows. 

(7)  Salinity  distributions  -  Not  applicable. 

(8)  Flushing  Characteristics  -  The  placement  of  fill  would  have  no  appre¬ 
ciable  effect  on  the  flushing  characteristics  of  wetlands  in  the  Roseau  River 
watershed. 

(9)  Current  patterns  -  Wetland  fill  would  not  be  placed  in  areas  influenced 
by  water  currents.  Oxbow  inlets  are  presently  elevated  and  only  interrupt 
current  distribution  during  spring  runoff  and  other  high-flow  periods.  As  a 
result  of  the  installation  of  plugs,  more  water  would  be  conducted  down  the 
river  channel.  The  diversion  structure  would  pass  low  flows  down  the  river, 
high  flows  through  the  diversion  channel. 

(10)  Wave  action,  erosion,  or  storm  damage  reduction  -  The  proposed  fill 
activities  would  not  ordinarily  be  influenced  by  nor  affect  wave  action  or 
storm  damage  reduction.  Erosion  would  not  increase  substantially  as  a  result 
of  this  activity.  Vegetation  plantings  and  other  protection,  as  required, 
would  prevent  Increases  in  erosion. 

(11)  Storage  areas  for  stormwaters  and  floodwaters  -  The  Big  Swamp  area, 
which  would  receive  excavated  material,  functions  to  retard  downstream  flood- 
water  peaks  through  retention  of  overbank  flooding.  The  project  has  been 
designed  to  insure  that  this  would  continue.  Roseau  Lake  formerly  retained 
floodwaters;  and  although  the  pool  has  been  drained,  it  still  fills  during 
high-flow  years.  This  flooding  would  be  reduced  under  the  proposed  plan. 

(12)  Prime  natural  recharge  areas  -  No  prime  natural  recharge  areas 
would  be  affected  by  project  fill  activities. 
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wetland  fill  is  the  only  activity  which  has  the  potential  to  reduce  light 
transmission  in  the  water  column.  Measures  would  be  taken  to  minimize  the 
runoff  of  sediment  by  planting  vegetation  or  installing  bank  protection. 


(2)  Aesthetic  values  -  Fill  would  generally  not  be  placed  in  open  water. 

In  some  areas  where  riprap  would  extend  below  the  water  surface,  an  unnatural 
appearance  would  reduce  aesthetic  values.  The  diversion  and  fish  habitat 
structures  would  appear  to  be  man-made. 

(3)  Direct  destructive  effects  on  nektonic  and  planktonic  populations,  - 
The  placement  of  fill  material  would  have  little  effect  on  planktonic  or  nek- 
tonic  populations  since  most  fill  would  not  be  placed  directly  in  open  water. 

The  fish  habitat  structures  would  displace  small  numbers  of  organisms  but  would 
not  have  significant  destructive  effects. 

c.  Covering  of  benthic  coflutunities  (40  CFR  230.4-1  (a)(3)) 

(1)  Actual  covering  of  benthic  communities  -  Some  portions  of  existing  benthic 
comnunities  would  be  covered  by  excavated  material,  oxbow  plugs,  fish  habitat  struc¬ 
tures,  and  ditch  outlet  and  bridge  embankment  protection.  A  net  gain  in  benthic 
habitat  would  result  from  the  increased  water  levels  in  the  oxbows  and  the  in¬ 
creased  surface  area  and  interstitial  spaces  created  by  the  riprap.  Areas  receiv¬ 
ing  fill  from  channel  excavation  would  be  primarily  sedge  meadow  and  would  not  be 
expected  to  have  permanent  benthic  communities.  Slightly  deeper  areas  may  contain 
seasonal  benthic  communities  which  would  be  covered  by  fill.  The  fill  activity, 
itself  would  not  have  a  significant  adverse  effect  on  existing  benthic  communities. 


(2)  Changgg  in  coanmnity  structure  or  function  —  No  substantial  changes 
in  benthic  community  structure  or  function  would  be  expected  to  result  from 
the  discharge  activities  of  this  project.  The  majority  of  the  discharged 
material  would  not  be  placed  in  areas  having  benthic  communities. 

d.  Other  effects  (AO  CFR  230.4-1  (a)(3)) 

(1)  Changes  in  bottom  geometry  and  substrate  composition  "  Bottom  geometry 
would  be  altered  at  the  inlets  and  outlets  of  five  oxbows  and  in  areas  where 
fish  habitat  structures  would  be  placed.  The  purpose  of  the  fill  placement 
for  fish  habitat  structures  would  be  to  alter  the  bottom  geometry,  thereby 
altering  depths  and  velocities.  Localized  substrate  changes  may  occur  where 
this  fill  would  be  placed,  but  one  purpose  of  the  placement  would  be  to  re¬ 
place  habitat  removed  by  construction.  Oxbow  plugs  and  wetland  fill  would 

not  change  substrate  composition  since  the  excavated  material  would  be  similar 
to  that  at  the  placement  site.  Bottom  geometry  in  the  wetlands  would  be  altered 
to  dry  upland  where  fill  material  is  placed. 

(2)  Water  circulation  -  Water  circulation  would  not  be  appreciably  affected, 
except  where  oxbow  plugs  would  restrict  circulation  and  impound  the  water. 

(3)  Salinity  gradients  -  Not  applicable. 

(4)  Exchange  of  constituents  between  sediw"ta  *"d  overlying  water  WiQl 
alterations  of  biological  counltles  -  Rock  and  gravel  materials  would  not 
contain  constituents  that  would  exchange  with  water.  Excavated  material  would 
not  be  placed  In  water,  and  sediments  In  channel  exposed  by  excavation  are  not 

expected  to  be  polluted. 
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3.  CHEMICAL-BIOLOGICAL  INTERACTIVE  EFFECTS  (40  CFR  230.4-1  (b)) 

a.  Doeg  the  material  meet  the  exclusion  criteria? 

(1)  The  exclusion  criteria  state  that  dredged  or  fill  material  say  be 
excluded  from  further  evaluation  if  the  material  is  composed  primarily  of  sand* 
gravel,  or  any  other  naturally  occurring  sedimentary  material  with  particle 
sizes  larger  than  silt,  characteristic  of  and  generally  found  in  areas  of  high 
current  or  wave  energy. 

(2)  Alternatively,  material  may  meet  tLe  exclusion  criteria  whan:  (a) 
the  material  proposed  for  discharge  is  substantially  the  same  as  the  substrate 
at  the  proposed  disposal  site;  (b)  the  site  from  which  the  material  proposed 
for  discharge  is  to  be  taken  is  sufficiently  removed  from  sources  of  pollution 
to  provide  reasonable  assurance  that  such  material  has  not  been  contaminated 
by  such  pollution;  and  (c)  adequate  terms  and  conditions  are  Imposed  on  the 
discharge  of  dredged  or  fill  material  to  provide  reasonable  assurance  that  the 
material  proposed  for  discharge  will  not  be  moved  by  currents  or  otherwise  in 

a  manner  that  is  damaging  to  the  environment  outside  the  disposal  site. 

(3)  Gravel  and  rubble,  rock  fill  for  gabions,  and  riprap  would  be  composed 
of  particle  sizes  larger  than  silt  and  would  be  products  of  glacial  deposition. 
This  material  would  meet  the  exclusion  criteria  in  category  (1)  above.  Mater¬ 
ial  to  be  placed  in  wetlands  and  oxbows  would  be  primarily  from  the  rlverbank 
and  would  be  substantially  the  same  as  the  adjacent  soil  of  the  placement  site. 
The  exception  would  be  river  bottom  silts,  but  these  would  generally  be  exca¬ 
vated  first  and  contained  within  the  disposal  pile.  The  upstream  reach  (Koseau 
Lake)  would  be  approximately  7  miles  from  the  nearest  pollution  point  source, 
the  city  sewage  outfall.  The  downstream  reach  (Big  Swamp)  would  be  about  16 
miles  from  the  source.  These  distances  are  considered  sufficiently  removed  in 
distance,  particularly  since  stabilization  ponds  are  used  to  reduce  contamina¬ 
tion  of  the  river.  River  bottom  materials  were  not  considered  to  be  contaminated 
by  any  non-point  source  of  pollution  since  no  pesticides  were  detected  in  U.S. 
Geological  Survey  sediment  samples  taken  6  miles  below  the  end  of  the  downstream 
fill  area.  Finally,  a  substantial  amount  of  the  material  would  be  excavated 

dry  and  be  placed  only  where  foundational  stability  was  adequate,  and  vegetation 
to  control  erosion  would  be  planted  soon  after  placement.  Thus,  material  to 
be  placed  in  wetlands  and  oxbows  would  meet  all  three  exclusion  criteria  in 
category  (2)  discussed  above.  According  to  the  exclusion  criteria,  no  further 
evaluation  of  dredged  and  fill  material  would  be  necessary. 


4.  DESCRIPTION  OF  SITE  COMPARISON  (40  CFR  230.4-1  (c>) 

a.  Total  sediment  analysis  (40  CFR  230.4-1  (c)(1))  -  No  total  sediment 
analysis  has  been  conducted.  However,  U.S.  Geological  Survey  sediment  samples 
at  Caribou  (6  miles  downstream  of  the  end  of  the  fill  area)  had  no  pesticide 
levels  above  detectable  limits.  No  toxic  materials  are  expected  to  be  in  the 
sediment  of  this  remote  area.  In  addition,  none  of  the  excavated  material 
would  be  placed  in  water,  and  excavation  techniques  would  place  river  bottom 
materials  at  the  bottom  center  of  die  disposal  pile  surrounded  by  clay.  Imme¬ 
diate  planting  of  vegetation  would  help  prevent  erosion  of  the  disposal  piles. 

b.  Biological  community  structure  analysis  (40  CFR  230.4-1  (c)(2))  -  Stream  ( 
survey  data  concerning  the  structure  of  the  biological  comeunity  were  gathered 

for  the  assessment  of  project  Impacts  and  are  contained  in  the  Final  Environmental 

Impact  Statement. 
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5.  REVIEW  APPLICABLE  WATER  QUALITY  STANDARDS 

a.  Compare  constituent  concentration* 

Water  quality  in  the  Roseau  River  1s  generally  good.  Pesticides,  the  most 
likely  contaminants,  are  below  detectable  limits. 

b.  Consider  mixing  zone 

No  discharge  of  liquid  would  result  from  disposal  activities. 

c. ,  Based  on  a.  and  b.  above,  will  disposal  operations  be  in  conformance 
with  applicable  standards? 

Fill  activities  would  be  in  conformance  with  Minnesota  State  Standards.  Tur¬ 
bidity  standards  may  be  exceeded  during  placement  of  wetland  fill  and  oxbow 
plugs,  and  during  construction  of  diversion  structures.  Measures  would  be 
taken  to  minimize  increased  turbidity. 

6.  SELECTION  OF  DISPOSAL  SITES  (40  CTR  230.5)  FOR  DREDGED  OR  FILL  MATERIAL 

a.  Need  for  proposed  activity 

Ditch  inlet  and  bridge  embankment  protection  would  be  required  to  control 
erosion  and  sedimentation.  Diversion  structures,  riffle,  fish  habitat  struc¬ 
tures,  and  oxbow  plugs  would  be  required  to  reduce  project-induced  losses. 
Placement  of  fill  in  wetlands  would  be  required  for  the  disposal  of  material 
excavated  to  widen  the  river  channel. 

b.  Alternatives  considered 

(1)  There  would  be  no  alternatives  to  ditch  inlet  and  bridge  embankment 
protection  if  the  proposed  plan  were  implemented  since  considerable  bank 
erosion  and  sedimentation  in  the  channel  would  be  expected  if  these  measures 
were  not  provided. 

(2)  If  cutoff  diversion  structures  were  not  Installed,  sedimentation  and 
stagnation  of  channel  loops  would  cause  the  formation  of  oxbow  lakes,  resulting 
in  a  substantial  reduction  in  the  value  of  the  loops  to  the  aquatic  community. 
Elimination  of  fish  habitat  structures  and  oxbow  plugs  would  provide  no  reduc¬ 
tion  of  project-induced  impacts. 

(3)  Fill  intended  for  placement  in  wetlands  could  be  hauled  to  upland  dis¬ 
posal  sites.  It  is  presently  proposed  that  excavation  in  the  Big  Swamp  be 
accomplished  by  a  dragline  placed  on  mats.  No  road  construction  is  planned. 
Hauling  the  fill  to  an  upland  site  would  require  the  construction  of  a  heavy- 
duty  haul  road  through  the  Big  Swamp.  Construction  of  a  haul  road  would  have 
impacts  roughly  equivalent  to  fill  placement  due  to  the  amount  of  material 
required,  although  the  road  could  be  removed,  reducing  the  damage  somewhat. 

(4)  Excavated  material  could  also  be  removed  by  hydraulic  dredging  and 
transported  by  pipeline  and  booster  pumps  to  two  upland  diked  disposal  aites, 
one  at  each  end  of  the  Big  Swamp  reach.  About  5  to  7  miles  of  pipeline  would 
be  required,  and  large  retention  basins  would  be  needed  to  provide  for 
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separation  of  water  and  sediment.  Machinery  access  would  be  considerably 
better  in  Roseau  Lake.  Excavated  material  could  be  loaded  and  hauled  to  an 
upland  disposal  site. 

(5)  The  Type  4  wetland  in  Big  Swamp  could  be  avoided  by  excavating  on 
the  opposite  bank.  However,  adoption  of  this  alternative  would  eliminate 
the  possible  future  construction  of  a  waterfowl  impoundment  by  the  Minnesota 
Department  of  Natural  Resources. 

c.  Objectives  to  be  considered  in  discharge  determination  (40  CFR  230.5  (a)) 

(1)  Impacts  on  chemical,  physical,  and  biological  integrity  of  aquatic 
ecosystem  -  Clean  fill  would  not  cause  any  significant  impact  on  the  integrity 
of  the  aquatic  system.  Physical  changes  would  be  made  to  reduce  the  impact  of 
channelization  on  the  biological  integrity  of  the  system.  Wetland  fill  would 
impact  the  physical  and  biological  Integrity  of  the  wetlands  by  changing  these 
areas  to  upland  with  a  resultant  change  in  habitat  and  vegetation  types. 

(2)  Impact  on  foodchain  -  It  is  expected  that  Impacts  on  the  foodchain 
caused  by  channelization  would  be  partially  offset  by  fill  activities  (fish 
habitat  structures  and  riprap)  that  provide  substrate  for  Invertebrate  and 
algal  production.  Wetland  fill  would  eliminate  areas  from  the  wetland  food- 
chain  by  replacing  them  with  habitat  for  upland  animals  and  vegetation. 

(3)  Impact  on  diversity  of  plant  and  animal  species  -  No  substantial  im¬ 
pact  on  plant  and  animal  diversity  would  be  expected  as  a  result  of  fill  activi¬ 
ties.  Impacts  would  be  localized  at  each  site  of  placement  and  would  not  affect 
large  areas. 

(4)  Impact  on  movement  into  and  out  of  feeding,  spawning,  breeding,  and 
nursery  areas  -  Fish  movement  out  of  six  oxbows  used  in  years  of  high  discharge 
for  spawning  and  nursery  areas  would  be  blocked.  The  outlet  plugs  would  have 
drawdown  capability  and  fish  that  entered  to  spawn  could  be  released,  if  desired. 
However,  that  would  not  be  compatible  with  the  Intended  purpose  of  waterfowl 
management.  Other  oxbows  would  remain  available  for  fish  spawning.  Fish 
habitat  structures  would  provide  feeding  areas  and  cover  for  young  fish. 
Diversion  structures  would  Insure  accessibility  of  non-modified  channel  loops 

to  fish  that  would  spawn  at  times  other  than  high  runoff  periods. 

(5)  Impacts  on  wetland  areas  having  significant  functions  of  water  quality 
maintenance  -  Water  quality  functions  of  wetlands  not  directly  affected  by  fill 
would  continue  after  project  construction.  Although  flood  duration  would  be  re¬ 
duced,  the  amount  of  overbank  and  overland  flow  would  remain  approximately  the 
same. 


(6)  Impacts  on  areas  that  serve  to  retain  natural  high  waters  or  floodwaters 
The  Big  Swamp  is  an  area  that  serves  to  retain  floodwaters.  The  placement  of 
disposal  sites  would  be  designed  to  insure  that  this  function  continues  at  its 
present  capacity.  Retention  in  the  Roseau  Lake  basin  would  be  reduced  by  the 
project. 

(7)  Methods  to  minimize  turbidity  -  Fill  activities  would  have  negligible 
long-term  effects  on  turbidity  levels.  The  majority  of  the  material  would  be 
dry  and  seeded  with  vegetation  to  minimize  erosion. 

(8)  Methods  tp  ^fy^*ee  degradation  of  aesthetic.  recreati^T , 
economic  values  -  Aesthetic  values  would  be  reduced  by  most  fill  activities 
where  riprap,  artificial  structures,  or  wetland  fill  would  be  placed.  Vege¬ 
tation  plantings  would  somewhat  offset  the  visual  iaq>acts  of  disposal  piles. 
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No  measures  would  be  applicable  to  other  cases.  The  diversion  structure  would 
function  to  preserve  the  aesthetic  and  recreational  values  of  a  reach  of  exist¬ 
ing  river  channel.  Oxbow  plugs  would  preserve  recreational  values  at  their 
locations. 

(9)  Threatened  and  endangered  species  -  None  of  the  proposed  activities 
would  be  expected  to  adversely  Impact  endangered  or  threatened  species  since 
none  presently  inhabit  or  atillze  the  project  area. 

(10)  Investigate  other  measures  that  avoid  degradation  of  aesthetic,  rec¬ 
reational.  and  economic  values  of  navigable  waters  -  Alternative  methods  for 
the  disposal  of  excavated  material  that  would  lessen  impacts  on  these  values 
are  discussed  in  Section  6.b. 

d.  Impacts  on  water  uses  at  proposed  disposal  site  (40  CFR  230.5  (b)(l-10)) 

(1)  Municipal  water  supply  intakes  -  No  municipal  water  supply  intakes 
are  located  within  the  proposed  project  area. 

(2)  Shellfish  -  Shellfish  and  their  habitat  would  be  buried  in  areas 
where  fish  habitat  structures  were  placed.  Bank  stabilisation  could  cover 
habitat  where  it  is  placed  below  the  waterline.  Other  activities  would  have 
no  effect. 

(3)  Fisheries  -  The  placement  of  fish  habitat  and  diversion  structures 
would  be  done  to  offset  a  small  amount  of  the  fisheries  losses  resulting  from 
channel  modification.  Oxbow  plugs  would  Teduce  but  not  eliminate  access  to 
six  oxbows;  however,  fish  that  enter  would  be  trapped  and  would  not  survive 
over  winter  unless  active  management  accomplished  a  fall  drawdown  to  remove 
fish.  Other*  more  suitable,  oxbows  would  be  left  open  for  flsn  spawning. 

(A)  Wildlife  -  Waterfowl  use  of  Oxbows  2  to  7  would  be  facilitated  by 
the  placement  of  plugs.  Diversion  structures  would  preserve  low  flows  in  the 
existing  channel  and  allow  continued  waterfowl  use.  The  placement  of  fill  in 
wetlands  would  eliminate,  by  covering*  a  quantity  of  waterfowl  feeding  and 
nesting  habitat.  Other  fill  measures  would  not  affect  water  uses  by  wildlife. 

(5)  Recreation  activities  -  The  diversion  structure  would  partially  main¬ 
tain  portions  of  the  existing  channel  and  permit  continued  fishing  and  water¬ 
craft  use.  Oxbow  plugs  would  offset  some  loss  of  waterfowl  productivity  and 
reduce  the  loss  of  hunting  opportunities  caused  by  the  placement  of  fill  in 
wetlands.  The  placement  of  fish  habitat  structures  would  offset  some  of  the 
fisheries  losses  caused  by  the  project.  Other  fill  activities  would  have  no 
impact  on  recreation. 

(6)  Threatened  and  endangered  species  -  None  of  the  fill  activities  would 
affect  use  of  water  by  any  of  the  threatened  or  endangered  species  whose  range 
includes  the  project  area. 

(7)  Benthic  life  -  Placement  of  fill  in  wetlands  would  not  affect  benthic 
life  in  the  river  since  the  wetlands  are  not  contiguous  with  the  river  channel. 
Benthic  organisms  and  thalr  habitat  could  ba  destroyed  by  burial  in  the  deeper 
wetlands  that  would  support  benthic  co Muni ties.  Fill  activities  utilising  rock, 
rubble,  and  gravel  would  provide  habitat  for  invertebrates;  however*  soma  inver¬ 
tebrates  might  be  lost  by  burial  when  material  is  placed.  Species  composition  on 
the  fill  could  be  somewhat  different  from  that  on  the  present  river  bottom. 
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(8)  Wetlands  -  The  type  of  wetlands  contained  in  the  plugged  oxbows  would 
be  altered  from  meadow  and  shallow  marsh  to  deep  marsh.  Wetland  areas  receiving 
fill  material  from  channel  excavation  would  change  to  upland,  dry  habitat  at 
the  fill  site. 

(9)  Submersed  vegetation  -  Small  amounts  of  submersed  vegetation  may  be 
destroyed  by  fill  placement  in  oxbows,  ditch  outlets,  and  bridge  enbankments. 
Fish  habitat  structures  could  cause  some  loss  of  vegetation,  but  these  would 
not  normally  be  placed  directly  in  areas  having  concentrations  of  submersed 
plants . 

(10)  Size  of  disposal  site  ~  For  most  categories,  the  disposal  site  would 
be  no  larger  than  that  necessary  to  accomplish  the  desired  result.  Wetland 
fill  for  future  waterfowl  Impoundments  would  require  essentially  continuous 
strips  in  two  locations  instead  of  the  discontinuous  piles  used  elsewhere. 


(11)  Coastal  Zone  Management  Programs  (40  CFR  230.3  (e))  -  The  proposed 
project  would  have  no  effect  on  Coastal  Zone  Management  Programs. 

e.  Considerations  to  minimize  harmful  effects  (40  CFR  230.5  (c)(l-7)) 

(1)  Water  quality  criteria  -  Clean  rock,  gravel,  and  rubble,  and  plastic 
filtercloth  would  be  the  only  materials  placed  in  open  water.  Outside  the 
river  channel,  river  bottom  and  bank  material  would  be  used  for  oxbow  plugs 
and  diversion  structures.  It  is  expected  that  only  turbidity  criteria  would 
be  exceeded,  but  only  temporarily,  during  the  placement  of  plugs  and  diversion 
structures. 

(2)  Investigate  alternatives  to  open  water  disposal  -  Riprap  and  plastic 
filtercloth  would  be  placed  at  side  ditch  outlets  and  bridge  embankments  for 
erosion  control.  Fish  habitat  structures  would  be  placed  to  reduce  fishery 
Impacts.  No  alternatives  are  available  which  would  provide  the  desired  pro¬ 
tection  or  offset  habitat  losses. 

(3)  Investigate  physical  characteristics  of  alternative  disposal  sites  - 
Wetland  fill  of  excavated  material  would  be  the  only  activity  for  which  alter¬ 
native  disposal  sites  would  be  considered.  No  specific  sites  have  been  identi¬ 
fied,  but  non-wetland  alternative  sites  would,  of  necessity,  be  over  5  miles 
(on  either  side)  from  the  center  of  the  Big  Swamp  reach  where  fill  would  be 
placed.  The  upland  disposal  sites  would  likely  be  agricultural  land  either 
under  cultivation  or  In  use  as  pasture. 

(4)  Ocean  dunning  -  Not  applicable. 

(5)  Where  possible,  investigate  covering  contaminated  dredged  material 
with  cleaner  material  -  The  dredged  material  is  not  expected  to  be  contaminated. 
The  probable  method  of  excavation  would  be  to  place  river  bottom  material  near 
the  base  and/or  center  of  the  disposal  pile  and  to  cover  it  with  dry  rlverbank 
material. 

(.6)  Investigate  methods  to  min<»<«*  effect  of  runoff  from  confined  areas 
on  the  aouatlc  environment  -  It  is  not  expected  that  hydraulic  dredging  or 
confined  dlspoaal  would  be  required,  and  little  runoff  tis  expected.  Disposal 
piles  would  be  seeded  as  soon  as  possible  to  minimise  eroelon. 
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(7)  Coordinate  potential  monitoring  activities  at  disposal  site  with  EPA  - 
Monitoring  activities  would  not  be  required  at  disposal  sites  due  to  the  clean 
nature  of  the  aaterials. 

7.  STATEMENT  AS  TO  CONTAMINATION  OF  FILL  MATERIAL  IF  FROM  A  LAMP  SOURCE  (40 
CFR  230.5  (d)) 

Fill  material  from  land  sources  may  consist  of  washed  gravel  and  stone.  The 
stone  would  come  from  quarries  or  from  farmers'  field  piles.  None  of  this 
material  is  likely  to  be  contaminated. 

8.  DETERMINE  MIXING  ZONE 

Not  applicable.  Fill  material  would  be  non-liquid. 

9.  COORDINATION 

The  Draft  Supplement  to  the  Final  EIS  was  mailed  to  Federal,  State,  and  local 
government  agencies  and  the  general  public  on  27  June  1980.  Conments  which 
were  received  during  this  coordination  and  changes  have  been  made  to 
this  document  in  response  to  these  comments.  No  request  for  a  public 
hearing  was  received. 


10.  DETERMINATIONS 

a.  An  ecological  evaluation  has  been  made  following  the  evaluation  guid¬ 
ance  in  40  CFR  230.4.  A  Supplement  to  the  Environmental  Impact  Statement  has 
been  prepared  to  evaluate  changes  made  to  the  project  to  reduce  its  inpacts. 
Evaluation  considerations  of  40  CFR  230.5  were  also  examined  in  conjunction 

with  the  Final  EIS  and  Supplement  to  select  suitable  sites  and  methods  of  disposal. 

b.  Appropriate  measures  have  been  identified  and  incorporated  In  the  pro¬ 
posed  plan  to  minimize  adverse  effects  on  the  aquatic  environment  as  a  result 
of  the  discharge  (40  CFR  230.3(d)(1)).  Excavation  would  be  limited  to  one  side 
only.  Six  miles  of  channel  at  the  downstream  end  of  the  project  and  10  percent 
of  the  next  12  miles  upstream  would  be  excavated  to  leave  a  minimum  of  2  feet  of 
the  riverbank  undisturbed  on  the  excavated  side.  An  additional  11-3/4  miles 

of  river  cnannel  would  be  left  undisturbed  through  the  construction  of  high' 
flow  bypass  channels.  Disposal  piles  would  be  limited  in  width  to  that  neces¬ 
sary  for  stability.  Excavated  material  would  be  planted  with  grasses  as  soon 
as  possible  after  placement  to  control  erosion.  The  outlets  of  all  ditches 
entering  the  river  would  be  fixed  to  prevent  additional  drainage.  Oxbows  would 
be  plugged  to  provide  improved  waterfowl  habitat.  Structures  would  be  placed 
in  the  river  to  provide  fish  and  fish  forage  habitat. 

c.  In  the  Supplement  to  the  Final  EIS  and  this  404(b)(1)  Evaluation,  con¬ 
sideration  has  been  given  to  the  need  for  the  proposed  activity,  which  is  to  re¬ 
duce  the  duration  of  flooding  along  the  Roseau  River.  Eliminating  channel 
excavation  and  the  resultant  fill  would  not  accomplish  this  purpose.  No  suit¬ 
able  alternatives  would  be  available.  Erosion  control  measures  would  be  employed 


where  excavated  materials  would  be  placed.  Clean  rock  would  be  used  for  rip¬ 
rap  and  structures.  Water  quality ,  except  for  a  possible  short-term  increase 
in  turbidity,  would  not  be  diminished  by  fill  activities  (40  CFR  230.5). 

d.  Wetlands  (40  CFR  230.5(b)(8)) 

The  activity  associated  with  the  fill  must  have  direct  access  to  the  water  re¬ 
source  to  fulfill  its  basic  purpose.  The  proposed  fill  and  the  activity  assoc¬ 
iated  with  it  will  not  cause  permanent  unacceptable  disruption  to  the  beneficial 
water  quality  uses  of  the  affected  aquatic  ecosystem. 

11.  FINDINGS 

1  find,  based  upon  the  above  determination,  that  the  discharge  sites  for  the 
Roseau  River  Flood  Control  Project  have  been  specified  through  the  application 
of  the  Section  404(b)(1)  guidelines. 


District  Engineer 
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United  States  Department  of  the  Interior 


FISH  AND  WILDLIFE  SERVICE 
Federal  Building,  Fort  Snetling 
Twin  Cities,  Minnesota  SSI  II 


m  utlv  urn  to: 

LWR 


JUN  2  c-  W? 


Colonel  Forrest  T.  Gay  III 
District  Engineer 
U.  S.  Army  Engineer  District 
St.  Paul 

1135  U.  S.  Post  Office  &  Custom  House 
St.  Paul,  Minnesota  55101 

Dear  Colonel  Gay: 

This  letter  concerns  the  Roseau  River  Flood  Control  Project  in  Roseau  County, 
Minnesota,  and  southern  Manitoba,  Canada. 

During  the  past  eight  months  the  U.  S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  has  been  re¬ 
evaluating  the  Roseau  River  Flood  Control  Project.  Since  the  project  has 
already  undergone  Federal  agency  review,  we  believe  that  an  explanation  is 
appropriate  regarding  the  circumstances  leading  to  our  reinvolvement  in  this 
matter,  hi  November  1976,  the  Service  received  from  your  agency  an  advance 
copy  of  the  Final  EIS.  At  the  same  time,  our  agency  became  aware  of  a  growing 
public  concern  for  the  environmental  impacts,  alternatives  and  fish  and  wildlife 
mitigation  measures  for  the  project.  Thus,  we  began  reevaluating  previous 
reports  and  collected  new  data  because  the  short  and  long-range  environmental 
impacts  appeared  substantially  greater  than  those  known  and  reported  to  Congress 
which  culminated  with  the  authorization  of  the  project  in  1965.  Our  reevaluation 
included  an  in-depth  reassessment  of  data  from  the  Soil  Conservation  Service, 
International  Joint  Commission  (International  Roseau  River  Engineering  Board), 

U.  S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers,  U.  S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  and  the  Minnesota 
Department  of  Natural  Resources  (DNR),  resulting  in  the  development  of  our 
Special  Report  dated  June  1977. 

We  are  pleased  to  provide  you  with  a  completed  copy  of  our  Special  Report 
which  is  the  basis  for  our  subsequent  recommendations.  Also  attached  is  a 
copy  of  a  briefing  statement  on  the  project. 

After  consultation  and  coordination  with  the  Minnesota  DNR,  and  on  the  basis 
of  existing  and  new  information  presented  in  the  attached  Special  Report, 
the  U.  S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  requests  that  you  consider  taking  the  following 
actions  with  regard  to  the  Roseau  River  Flood  Control  Project: 

1.  The  portion  of  the  project  from  the  upstream  end,  through  the 
City  of  Roseau,  Minnesota,  downstream  to  the  mouth  of  Hay 
Creek  (approximately  four  river  miles)  could  be  constructed  in 
accordance  with  your  existing  plans.  From  a  fish  and  wildlife 
point  of  view,  this  portion  of  the  project  has  not  changed  and 
remains  essentially  the  same  as  known  and  authorized  by  Congress 
in  1965.  Consideration  of  fish  and  wildlife  resources  in  this  stretch 
is  adequate. 
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2.  The  portion  of  the  project  from  the  mouth  of  Hay  Creek  downstream 
to  the  International  border  (approximrtely  40  river  miles)  should 
be  re-authorized  for  restudy  by  Congress  (through  the  U.  S.  Army 
Corps  of  Engineers)  on  the  basis  that  the  existing  project  is  substantially 
different  with  regard  to  environmental  impacts  than  was  known 
and  presented  to  Congress  for  authorization  in  1965.  A  restudy 
of  this  portion  of  the  project  should  consider  the  full  extent  of 
short  and  long-range  environmental  impacts  in  the  United  States 
and  Canada;  consideration  of  all  alternatives  including  non-structural 
alternatives  under  Section  73  of  the  Water  Resources  Development 
Act  of  1974;  and  should  provide  adequate  compensation  for  the 
direct  and  indirect  adverse  impacts  on  fish  and  wildlife  resources 
in  the  United  States  and  Canada. 

Our  position  with  regard  to  restudy  is  based  primarily  on  the  following  major 

points  (summarized  from  the  Special  Report): 

New  information  is  available  indicating  that  the  project  could 
cause  a  substantially  greater  adverse  environmental  impact  than 
was  known  and  presented  to  Congress  for  authorization  in  1965, 
and  as  stated  in  the  Corps  of  Engineers'  Final  EIS  (advance  copy). 
Although  not  within  our  expertise,  the  potential  for  the  project 
to  facilitate  significant  increases  in  wetland  drainage  could  also 
change  the  hydrological  assumptions,  profile  and  impacts  in  the 
project  area. 

The  potential  for  violating  Articles  II,  IV,  and  IX  of  the  Boundary 
Waters  Treaty  of  1909  between  the  United  States  and  Canada 
has  substantially  increased.  We  do  not  believe  the  local  sponsor 
(Roseau  River  Watershed  District)  or  your  agency  can  adequately 
guarantee  full  compliance  with  the  Treaty  under  the  proposed 
project  plan  with  its  subsequent  potential  impacts. 

The  International  Joint  Commission  (IJC)  Report  concludes  that, 

".  .  .maintenance  of  County  Road  No.  7  in  its  May  8,  1964  hydraulic 
condition  is  necessary  to  the  successful  operation  of  the  Coordinated 
Plan”.  Neither  the  Corps  of  Engineers  nor  the  local  sponsor  can 
effectively  control  private,  small  group  or  major  (Public  Law  566) 
drainage  of  wetlands  from  new  or  existing  (cleaned)  drainage 
ditches  through  the  Big  Swamp-Duxby-Badger-Skunk  drainage 
area.  It  would  appear  that  this  control  would  be  necessary  for 
the  success  of  the  Corps  project. 
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The  project  provides  minimal  mitigative  measures  for  the  direct 
losses  of  fish  and  wildlife  habitat  in  the  United  States.  No  mitigation 
is  provided  for  the  potential  indirect  losses  in  the  United  States 
or  any  losses  in  Canada.  The  Service,  however,  does  not  believe 
the  present  project  can  be  mitigated  due  to  the  extent  of  direct 
and  indirect  fish  and  wildlife  habitat  losses. 

Because  of  the  strong  probability  for  substantially  greater  indirect 
adverse  environmental  impacts,  the  project  is  not  in  compliance 
with  regard  to  the  National  Environmental  Policy  Act  of  1969 
(consideration  of  short  and  long-range  environmental  impacts, 
alternatives,  and  mitigatory  measures  for  anticipated  fish  and 
wildlife  losses).  We  believe  the  Final  EIS  (advance  copy) 
is  inadequate. 

Finally,  considerable  opposition  is  occurring  from  residents  within 
the  project  area,  throughout  Minnesota  and  in  Manitoba,  Canada. 

Also,  both  the  Minnesota  DNR  and  Federal  Environmental  Protection 
Agency  have  strong  reservations  about  the  project. 

The  Service  recognizes  and  understands  the  many  diverse  problems  associated 
with  the  Roseau  River  Flood  Control  Project.  However,  we  are  optimistic 
that  between  us  an  appropriate  and  reasonable  solution  can  be  found  to  minimize 
future  flood  control  problems,  and  also  to  protect  and  enhance  the  area's  bountiful 
fish  and  wildlife  resources  for  future  generations. 


Sincerely  yours, 


Attachments 

cos 

Minnesota  Department  of  Natural  Resources,  St.  Paul,  MN 

Minnesota  Environmental  Quality  Council 

Senator  Hubert  H.  Humphrey 

Senator  Wendell  Anderson 

Representative  Arlan  Stangeland 

National  Wildlife  Federation  (ATTN:  Oliver  Houck) 

U.S.  EPA,  Federal  Activities  Branch,  Chicago,  IL 
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1412  U.TH  ST..  N'V  ,  WASHINGTON,  P  C.  20CJ6 
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Phone  ?02— 797-6800 


June  29,  1977 


Colonel  Tilford  Creel 
Asst,  Director  of  Civil  Works 
Great  Lakes  Division 
Forresta!  Eldg. 

Washington,  D.C.  20314 


Dear  Col.  Creel: 


F.nclosed  is  a  copy  of  the  special  study  recently  issued  by  the  U.S.  Fish  and 
Wildlife  Service  (FWS)  regarding  the  proposed  Roseau  River  Flood  Control  project 
in  northwestern  Minnesota  and  southern  Manitoba,  Canada.  Tne  results  of  this 
study  indicate  that  seilous,  previously  unknown  problems  may  attend  the  proposed 
project.  -  -  •  ■  . . - . . .  •-  - .  . . 

^According  to  the  report,  the  Roseau  River  project  would  allow’  the  drainage  of 
237,000  acrcc  of  wetlands.  This  staggering  loss  of  critical  waterfowl  habitat 
represents  five  times  the  amount  of  wetland  purchased  by  the  FWS  under  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Wetlands  Acquisition  Program  in  Minnesota.  According  to. the  FWS,  it  will 
be  impossible  to  adequately  mitigate  the  lost  habitat.  Because  the  degree  of 
damage  was  not  known  when  the  project  was  authorized  by  Congress  in  1965,  the 
FWS  has  recommended  that  the  Corps  return  the  project  to  Congress  for  review. 

The  national  Wildlife  Federation  shares  the  FWS's  deep  concern  over  the  habitat 

i  destruction  threatened  by  the  Roseau  River  project.  The  potential  exists  not 
only  for  extensive  wetlands  drainage,  but  for  serious  water  quality  degradation 
and  Increased  flooding  downstream  in  Canada,  in  violation  of  the  Boundary  Water 
Treaty  Act  of  1909.  Secondary  drainage  which  is  encouraged  by  the  channel  modi¬ 
fications  may  also  negate  whatever  flood  control  benefits  the  project  is  designed 
to  achieve. 


We  believe  that  the  questions  raised  by  the  FWS  merit  serious  reconsideration, 
as  that  agency  has  suggested.  Special  attention  should  be  given  to  non-struc- 
tural  alternative  solutions  to  the  problem  of  agricultural  flooding  in  the 

Roseau  River  basin  (e.g.  crop  loss  insurance,  floodway  easements,  proper  land - 

management).  The  adoption  of  such  practicable  non-structural  alternatives  is  - 

the  approach  favored  by  the  growing  opposition  to  the  existing  project  among 
citizens  in  Roseau  County  and  Manitoba,  Canada  and  by  the  state  agencies  re¬ 
sponsible  for  the  project.  These  non-structural  alternatives  would  accomplish 

the  project's  flood  control  objectives  without  jeopardizing  the  existence  of  _  _ 

our  dwindling  fresh  water  wetlands. 
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National  Wildlife  Federation 


Col.  'Jilford  Creel 
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Jtme  29,  1977 


In  view  of  the  above,  the  National  Wildlife  Federation  believes  that 
reconsideration  is  particularly  timely  now,  when  no  substantial  investment 
has  been  made. 


Sincerely, 
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16  Auguac  1977 


Mr.  Jack  Reap hill 

Regional  Director 

D.8.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service 

Federal  Building,  Fort  Spelling 

Twin  Cities,  Minnesota  55111 


Dear  Mr.  Hemphill: 

We  have  completed  our  studies  relating  to  the  Induced  drainage 
connected  with  our  Roseau  River  flood  control  project.  Inclosed  are 
nape  showing  the  Roseau  River  basin  area,  a  drawing  showing  four  cross 
sections  across  the  Roseau  River  basin,  sad  a  drawing  showing  profiles 
of  the  Roseau  River  and  tributaries.  The  asps  show  the  outline  of  the 

—  River  watershed  district,  project  data,  the  extent  of  public 
land  ownership  In  the  Roseau  River  basin,  the  extant  of  cultivated 
land  In  the  basin  and  the  increase  In  the  hydraulic  Unit  for  drainage 
potential  with  and  without  the  project,  and  the  location  of  the  four 
cross  sections  taken  for  our  stud ins.  The  extent  of  cultivated  land 
was  determined  by  Inspection  of  Departaant  of  Agriculture  aerial  photos 
taken  la  1974. 

The  following  criteria  were  used  to  determine  the  areas  that  sre 
hydraulically  Influenced  by  the  Roseau  River  hydraulic  regins  and 
changes  to  this  regime. 

a.  Areas  at  an  elevation  of  10  to  15  font  above  the  existing 
top  of  river  hank  era  beyond  the  hydraulic  influence  of  the  Reaenu 
River  because  the  backwater  effects  of  existing  water  depths  la  the 
river  or  drawdown  effects  of  e  1  to  3-foot  lowering  of  the  water 
surface  do  not  extend  to  thooa  elevations. 

b.  In  srass  asar  tbs  seas  elevation  as  the  top  of  the  river 
chennal  bank,  the  currant  limit  of  hydrsullc  influence  was  determined 
by  extending  s  profile  at  s  slops  of  about  l**foot"pnr"hiln  free  the 
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VCSED-D  16  August  197? 

Mr.  Jack  Baphill 

bottom  of  tho  rlwr  channel  to  within  about  3  foot  of  ground  ourfaeo. 
For  aaeh  foot  that  tho  channel  oodlfleatlou  would  lower  a  500  efa 
rlvor  flow,  tho  modified  Halt  was  extended  1  alio  beyond  tho  eurraot 
Unit.  la  auroral  areas,  primarily  around  had gar  Crook.  It  waa  found 
that  to  develop  dralnago  to  tha  Halt  of  current  hydraulic  influonco 
would  roqulro  either  ladopoadont  lateral  drainage  ditch  development 
or  Modification  of  tho  existing  lateral  drainage  ayatew. 

Our  deteralnatlon  of  the  area  In  which  project  related  drainage  could 
occur  waa  baaed  on  the  aaeunt  of  prlvately-ownad,  non-cultlvated  land 
within  tha  area  where  tha  hydraulic  llwlt  of  dralnago  was  extended  by 
tho  projoct  and  within  1-1/2  alias  of  tho  rlvor  or  tributary.  Vo 
found  load  satisfying  those  criteria  la  tha  Fine  Croak  basin  la 
sect  Iona  9.  10  and  11,  14 1W,  T  1631  and  In  tha  Bay  Creak  basin  in 
ooctlono  3,  4  and  10,  139V,  T162X,  The  total  area  of  probably  lndoeed 
drainage  at  thesectwo  locations  la  approximately  1,180  acres.  This 
la  tha  anount  of  land  in  private  ownership  which  any  drain  without 
further  ditch  construction. 

All  other  lands  Which  night  be  drained  to  tho  Ineeau  liver  would  re¬ 
quire  either  a  change  in  watershed  district  boundaries  or  change  in 
land  ownership  frou  public  to  private.  These  are  legal  actions  to 
which  tho  mitigation  of  possible  wildlife  habitat  loosen  should  bo 
connected.  All  privately-owned  loads  which  are  currently  natural 
habitat  which  are  within  areas  currently  drainable  to  tho  rlvor  and 
Which  did  not  fall  within  our  Induced  drainage  criteria  would  toko 
additional  construction  for  drainage.  Local  and  State  poruAts  needed 
for  this  construction  should  require  tha  nitigatlon  for  habitat  looses 
related  to  each  specific  place  of  work. 


After  you  have  hod  e  chance  to  review  this  Information,  Colonel  To 
T.  Cay,  HI  will  contact  yon  during  tho  weak  of  22  August  1977  re¬ 
garding  your  views  and  coocaraa  of  tho  Induced  drainage  in  ceoooc 
tlon  with  tho  Xooosu  liver  flood  control  project. 

Sincerely, 


3  lael  (trip) 

Aa  stated 


MOOR  C.  FAST 
Chief,  Engine 


Division 
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DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  ARMY 
8T.  PAUL  DISTRICT.  COUPS  OP  ENGINEERS 
IDS  U  S.  POST  OPFICE  A  CUSTOM  HOUSE 
ST.  PAUL. MINNESOTA  SStOI 


REPLY  TO 

ATTENTION  OF:  UCSDE 


7  September  1977 


Mr.  Jack  Hemphill 

Regional  Director 

DS  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service 

Room  630,  Fort  Snelling  Federal  Building 

Twin  Cities,  Minnesota  55111 


Dear  Mr.  Hemphill: 


As  a  result  cf  our  joint  and  detailed  study  of  potential  secondary 
drainage  associated  with  the  Roseau  River  Flood  Control  Project, 
and  in  response  to  your  suggestion  at  our  meeting  last  week,  I  am 
Including  as  a  project  feature  a  series  of  low  head  dams  along  the 
river  to  preserve  the  current  water  surface  levels .  This  will  insure 
that  any  attempts  at  drainage  would  meet  with  no  more  success  than  they 
do  now.  Even  though  the  land  which  could  potentially  be  converted  from 
wetland  to  farmland  is  small,  these  dams  would  effectively  preclude  even 
that  small  amount  from  being  converted.  I  should  point  out  that  these 
dams  are  a  backup  system  to  the  ditch  control  structures  and  the  channel 
plug  at  the  downstream  limit  of  the  project  which  prevent  successful 
secondary  drainage  from  occurring. 

In  addition  to  the  low  head  dams,  I  am  including  control  structures  on 
the  channel  cutoffs  which  would  allow  the  river  to  follow  its  present 
meandering  course  in  normal  times  and  to  take  the  shorter  cutoff  route 
in  times  of  flood.  This  feature  should  preserve  fish  and  wildlife 
values  which  otherwise  might  be  lost. 

The  low  head  dams  and  cutoff  control  structures  will  add  an  estimated 
$1,000,000  cost  to  the  project.  The  benefit/cost  ratio,  even  with  these 
added  costs,  remains  well  above  unity. 

I  would  appreciate  your  views  on  the  Roseau  River  Flood  Control  Project, 
modified  as  described  above,  so  that  I  may  convey  those  views  to  the 
Department  of  State  for  use  in  their  negotiations  with  Canada.  If 
possible,  I  would  like  to  have  your  reply  in  hand  by  26  September  1977 
so  that  I  may  carry  it  personally  to  the  Department  representative  at 
the  meeting  of  the  International  Joint  Commission  in  Ottawa. 

Sincerely, 


FORREST  T.  GAY,  HI 
Colonel,  Corps  of  Enginoors 
District  Engineer 


•W*  •  •  *  ..  V. 


United  States  Department  of  the  Interior 


FISH  AND  WILDLIFF.  SERVICE 
Federal  Building.  Fort  Snelling 
Twin  Cities,  Minnesota  55  1 1 1 


U)  unv  urn  to: 


LWR 


SIP  Id  19// 


Colonel  Forrest  T.  Gay  III 
District  Engineer 
U.S.  Army  Engineer  District 
St.  Paul 

1135  U.S.  Post  Office  &  Custom  House 
St.  Paul,  MN  55101 

Dear  Colonel  Gay: 

This  responds  to  your  September  7,  1977,  letter  regarding  low  head 
dams  and  other  measures  associated  with  the  Roseau  River  Flood  Con¬ 
trol  Project. 

We  appreciate  the  close  coordination  and  cooperation  you  have  given 
us  in  incorporating  our  concerns  and  suggestions  for  minimizing  poten¬ 
tial  secondary  drainage  into  the  project  design.  As  a  result  of  our 
joint  discussions  during  the  past  two  weeks,  the  U.S.  Fish  and  Wild¬ 
life  Service  concurs  with  the  concept  of  including  low  head  dams, 
side  ditch  control  structures,  and  cutoff  control  structures  as  pro¬ 
ject  features.  We  believe  that  implementing  these  measures  will 
satisfy  our  major  concerns  with. the  project  ard  provide  for  continu¬ 
ation  of  international  negotiations. 

These  measures  should  substantially  protect  the  area's  existing  fish 
and  wildlife  values  over  the  life  of  the  project  by  reducing  the 
potential  for  effective  drainage  of  wetlands  in  the  portion  of  the 
project  area  in  Minnesota  and,  to  a  lesser  extent,  in  portions  of 
southern  Manitoba  (Pine  and  Sprague  Creek  subwatersheds). 

We  look  forward  to  working  with  you  In  establishing  the  location  and 
design  of  the  control  structures  and  other  fish  and  wildlife  mitigating 
features. 


'v 

y^Jaok  E.  Hemphill 
/  Regional  director 


HCSED-D 


25  October  1977 


Hr.  Willies  B.  Ny« 

Cogslaiiowr 

Department  of  Natural  Resource* 
State  of  Minnesota 
Centennial  Office  Building 
St.  Paul.  Minnesota  55155 


Dear  Mr.  Dye: 

This  la  to  con firs  Information  which  X  furnished  to  you  previously 
regarding  the  feasibility  of  flood  daaaga  reduction  through  con¬ 
struction  of  a  das  at  Roseau  Lake  as  an  alternative  to  channel 
modification  In  the  Roseau  River  downstreas  of  the  lake. 

The  alternative  project  we  reviewed  included  channel  modification 
from  Roseau  to  a  point  approximately  8  miles  downstream  to  reduce 
flooding  In  the  city  and  rural  area  Immediately  downstream,  end 
a  dam  et  Roes  to  reduce  flooding  downstream  of  the  Roseau  Lake  area. 
Our  estimated  cost  for  this  alternative  project  Included  a  payment 
to  Canada  because  of  altered  flows  at  the  border.  The  total  eetlmatac 
coat  of  this  alternative  project  Is  approximately  $17.8  million.  Re¬ 
lating  average  annual  costs  to  average  annual  benefits  for  the  pro¬ 
tected  reaches  using  the  author ixed  interest  rate  of  3kS  resulted  in 
a  benefit/cost  ratio  of  approximately  0.9.  Besides  being  economical!] 
Infeasible,  this  alternative  project  Is  /Opposed  by  local  Interests  In 
the  project  area.  0 

If  you  haws  any  questions  regarding  this  natter,  please  contact  me. 

Sincerely, 


FORREST  T.  GAT.  XXX 
Colonel,  Corps  of  Engineers 
District  Engineer 
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Hr.  tiiooaa  L.  Ktabail 
ExMUttv*  V  tea- President 
Ha clonal  Wild 11 fa  Federation 
1412  10th  Street,  N. 
Washington,  1).  C.  ■  ■ 


Dear  Mr.  Kiaball: 

1  mm  rap lying  to  your  JJenclcai  leccara  of  29  Juua  1977  addraaaad  to 
Lieutenant  General  John  Vi.  Morris,  Lieutenant  Colonel  John  K.  Hill,  Jr., 
end  Myself  regarding  >.he  Roseau  river  flood  control  project  la  Minnesota. 

Oar  Dlacricc  Of flea  In  Sc.  Paul  made  a  thorough  review  of  fche  V.  8.  Fleh 
•ad  Wildlife  apodal  report  doled  June  1977  working  cloaely  with  Mr.  Jack 
■•■phi 11.  Regional  Director  of  the  Plah  and  Wildlife  Service  (VMS).  They 
revolved  the  problems  on  t‘«e  duvuatream  wet  Unde  la  the  Roseau  River 
fkoject  which  were  dlecuaacd  in  che  PUS  raporc.  Engineers  froa  our  staff 
ia  the  at.  Paul  District  and  hydraulic  engineers  froa  the  FWE  aad  the 
0.8.  Geological  Purvey  have  reviewed  the  Roaeau  River  baala  to  verify 
the  technical  and  legal  foaalblllty  of  the  drainage  figure  claiaad  ia 
tha  fWS  report,  further  with  regard  to  drainage,  an  anelyale  waa  wade  by 
tbs  two  age nclee  to  determine  what  feacurea  could  be  included  ia  our 
project  to  restrict  the  possibility  of  Induced  drainage  ee  a  result  of 
the  project. 

Although  the  eeect  number  of  scree  subject  to  drainage  (tee  eat  yet  base 
settled,  Mr.  Beuphill  agree ■  chat  it  la  a  much  aaaller  figure  thee  wee 
taaludad  ia  the  PWS  report.  However,  eves  that  reduced  uetlaad  acreage 
see Id  eat  be  dxsleed  because  of  alteratiooe  oede  in  the  project  plea  ee 
A  result  of  tha  coordinated  efforts  by  our  agendas,  the  elevations  at 
all  side  ditch  ialeca  will  ba  fined  at  ilia  tiua  of  construction  aad  ee 
fetiera  chaaga  would  be  permitted  without  Corps  of  Engineers  approval. 

Part her,  els  to  eight  low  daa-llk*  structures  are  bow  planned  to  ba 
installed  la  the  hot ton  of  the  widaaed  channel  at  selected  leas Clone  te 
■Bletsla  the  water  surface  profiles  of  low  aad  nornal  eater  (leva  at 
■■■project  a levs t ions. 


DAM-CWP-C 

Mr.  Thomas  L.  Kimball 


77 


la  addition  to  addressing  pm  concern*  for  induced  drainage,  tue  review 
by  our  District  Office  end  the  PVj  Regional  Office  Included  a  search  for 
additional  flah  and  wildlife  mitigation.  An  opportunity  wet  recognised 
to  reduce  Che  adverse  effect  an  the  fishery  because  of  the  project.  To 
r*  in  tala  the  fishery  In  approximately  11-3/4  miles  of  existing  channels 
which  trill  be  bypesaed  by  new  cutoffs,  diversion  structures  will  be 
constructed  which  will  divert  low  and  norms 1  flows  into  the  nstursi 
channels  end  permit  only  flood  flows  to  pass  through  the  cutoff.  These 
bypassed  loops  were  Initially  to  be  plugged  at  both  ends  for  conversion 
to  waterfowl  habitat. 

The  Regional  Office  of  the  FWS  now  supports  the  Roseau  River  Project  aa 
modified  and  is  working  with  our  District  Engineer  and  hia  staff  in  further 
coordination  efforts  with  the  Minnesota  DHR  and  other  interests  In  identi¬ 
fying  additional  opportunities  for  fishery  end  wildlife  nabltat  Mitigation. 
Our  St.  feel  District  Engineer  has  discussed  t.*e  project  alterations  with 
officers  of  the  Minnesota  Conservation  Fsdarac io>  and  the  Minnesota 
Division  of  the  Isaak  Walt  or.  League.  Ms  requested  the  it  contributions 
for  further  mitigation  features  for  the  project. 

We  ere  concerned  about  the  losses  associated  with  drainage  of  existing 
wetlands  with  losses  to  existing  development  because  of  the  frequent 
flooding  which  occurs  along  the  Roseau  Rlvwr.  State  end  local  officials 
are  aware  of  the  problems  associated  with  the  loss  of  wetlands,  end  there 
era  existing  lend  use  end  permit  authorities  available  which  can  be  used 
to  control  wetland  drainage.  In  tne  meantime,  the  project  could  furnish 
redaction  in  flood  dsns  gee  for  48  private  hones,  24  businesses,  end  e 
school  facility  in  the  city  of  Roseau  es  well  ss  for  214  ferns  downstream. 

The  original  environmental  Impact  statement  (SIS)  for  this  project  was 
placed  am  file  with  the  Council  on  Environmental  Quality  (CEQ)  in  April 
1972.  Seceoee  of  Increasing  environmental  concerns,  s  new  SIS  wee  under* 
tehee,  end  the  draft  wee  circulated  for  review  end  comment  in  September 
197S.  The  sovlromsentel  evaluation  for  the  new  statement  was  made  for 
the  tt.  Paul  District  under  contract  by  the  Institute  ot  Ecological 
ttadlea  at  tha  Daiverelty  of  forth  Dakota  at  Grand  Porks.  Tha  latest 
statement  contains  a  fall  discussion  of  resources  In  the  area,  alternatives 
studied,  inpacts  ef  the  project,  consents  by  concerned  interests,  sad  oar 
reepomee.  Tha  final  BIS  is  bains  processed  la  this  office  sad  expected 
to  he  planed  on  file  at  CSQ  la  the  very  aaer  future.  Bonstrwc turn l 
mas earns  to  re dues  flood  dean  pas  ere  basically  applicable  to  urban  areas. 
Bueeuetloa  ef  the  rural  floodplain  end  prohibiting  agricultural  use  of 
the  erne  would  leek  c spasmic  feasibility  sad  meet  strong  loesl  opposition. 
The  terra at ly  proposed  project  hat  itroag  support  by  residents  la  hath 
the  city  sad  county  ef  Seeeru. 
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Iop«cCfl  of  the  project  in  Canada  vara  included  in  studies  by  the  Inter¬ 
national  Joint  Gone! as ion  which  haa  forwarded  its  report  to  the  Govern- 
■ante  of  tha  United  Stataa  and  Canada,  included  in  the  Uxadsalon  report 
la  a  raconaandad  payaent  for  damages  caused  by  our  project  that  would 
occur  In  Canada.  Tha  natter  ia  currently  in  negotiation  between  the  two 
Governance. 

I  delayed  answering  your  letters  until  wa  ware  assured  chat  Che  fleh  and 
wildlife  iaeuea  had  bean  adequately  eonaidared.  Ua  wanted  to  be  able 
to  bring  you  up  to  data  on  our  afforta  to  occodSdate  their  environmental 
concerne  before  providing  tha  naceaaary  flood  protection. 

Sincerely, 


TILFuKD  C.  CREEL 

Colonel,  Corps  of  Engineers 

Assistant  Director  of  Civil  Uorka, 

Upper  liisslasippi  Basin  (*  Great  Lakee 


CFs 
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St.  Paul  Diat 
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J  National  Wildlife  Federation 


'.oTH  it,,  N.W.,  WASHINGTON,  DC.  20036  Phone  :0?- T9:  6800 


December  9,  1977 


Major  General  Charles  I.  McGinnis 

Director  of  Civil  Works 

4G066 

Department  of  the  Army 
Washington,  D.C.  20310 


Dear  Major  General  McGinnis: 

I  am  writing  to  express  the  National  Wildlife  Federations • s  disap¬ 
pointment  at  the  Corps'  decision  to  file  a  final  environmental  impact 
statement  on  the  Roseau  River  flood  control  project — in  the  face  of  the 
Project's  substantial  unresolved  fish  and  wildlife  problems,  and  over  the 
objections  of  state  and  federal  agencies.  Frankly,  v/e  were  counting  on 
a  fairer  shake  for  fish  and  wildlife  under  your  leadership. 

I  am  aware  that  the  St.  Paul  District  has  negotiated  certain  project 
modifications  with  Region  4  of  the  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  which,  it 
is  claimed,  have  "resolved"  the  secondary  drainage  problem.  Even  so, 
the  public  has  not  been  given  the  opportunity  to  review  and  comment 
upon  an  impact  statement  containing  the  proposed  solution,  and  that  in 
itself  is  a  violation  of  NEPA  and  Executive  Order  11514.  Furthermore, 
the  modifications  proposed,  which  include  substantial  design  changes  in 
the  project,  must  be  considered  a  "major  change  in  the  plan  of  development 
or  method  of  operation  of  the  proposed  action,"  and  the  failure  to  issue 
_  revised  draft  EIS  is  an  apparent  violation  of  your  own  regulations. 

33  CFR  S  209.410(g) (1) . 

More  importantly,  however,  there  are  several  substantial  unresolved 
conflicts  which  make  any  present  decision  regarding  the  merits  of  the 
project  premature.  Among  these  are  the  following: 

1.  The  State  of  Minnesota,  through  the  Department  of  Natural 
Resources  and  with  the  support  of  the  Governor's  Office,  has  expressed 
serious  concerns  over  the  non-urban  channelization  features  of  the 
project.  MDNR  is  preparing  its  own  EIS  under  state  law  to  examine  non¬ 
channelization  alternatives  to  the  rural  flooding  problem.  Without 
DNR's  approval — in  the  form  of  a  state  public  waters  permit--the  project 
sponsors  will  not  be  able  to  proceed,  and  without  a  local  sponsor, 
there  simply  is  no  project.  In  these  circumstances  the  logical  course 
of  action  for  the  Corps  would  be  to  await  completion  of  the  DNR  EIS  (due 
sometime  in  March,  1978)  before  publishing  its  own  FEIS  and  giving  the 
public  the  impression  that,  even  from  a  federal  standpoint,  the  project 
is  ready  to  go  forward. 
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2.  The  u.S.  Environmental  "rote-rtf  or.  Aqency  has  also  expressed 
"environmental  reservaticr.r"  -.brut  -he  prrect,  and  is  currently 
conducting  an  independent  ett;  y  through  it;-  Corvallis  Laboratory  to 
determine  whether  the  project  r-uoht  to  be  rated  "environmentally  un¬ 
satisfactory'  and  referred  to  zr.c  Council  cn  Environmental  Quality  under 
the  Section* 3C9  Procedure.  Any  objection  by  a  sister  federal  agency 
with  special  environmental  expertise  should  give  the  Corps  pause  in 
completing  its  own  environmental  review,  but  in  the  case  of  objections 
raised  by  the  E?A — an  agency  with  specific  statutory  authority  to 
review  and  evaluate  accncv  ter forrr.once  unde;r  EEPA— — a  decision  to  push 
forward  without  resolving  these  objections  is  not  reasonable. 

3.  The  International  Joint  Commission  has  not  given  its  final 
a^roval  to  the  project  as  required  by  the  Boundary  Waters  Treaty  of 
1909.  Negotiations  are  still  onocing  between  the  Canadian  Government 
and  the  uls.  State  Department  reaardir.g  the>  amount  of  monetary  damages 
to  be  paid  to  the  Province  of  Drr.itoba  for  flood  damage  the  project 
will  cause  there.  Until  a  final  ~iaure  is  agreed  upon,  the  final  cost- 
benefit  analysis  for  tnc  orcjooc  cannot  be  arrived  at;  and  again  no 
final  decision  to  construct  should  be  made. 

4.  The  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service,  even  though  it  has 
apparently  bought  the  solution  to  the  secondary  drainage  problem,  has 
yet  to  recommend — anc  the  Corns  approve — a  final  fish  and  wildlife 
mitigation  plan  under  the  Coordination  Act.  This  obligation,  of  course, 
runs  to  both  the  Service  and  the  Ccrrc;  and  to  be  fully  complied  with, 
requires  joint  cooperation  by  both  acencies.  But  the  final  impact 
statement  fails  to  contain  even  a  proposed  mitigation  plan  and  that, 

as  you  know,  violates  both  NEPA  and  the  Coordination  Act. 

5.  Finally,  there  are  the  objections  of  a  score  of  national 
and  local  conservation  organisations ,  including  NWF ,  as  well  as  a 
number  of  local  landowners  residing  in  Roseau  County.  Speaking  for 
NWF,  we  are  still  not  satisfied  that  the  solution  to  a  rural  flood 
problem  is  the  channelisation  of  43  miles  of  one  of  the  richest  fish 
and  wildlife  resources  in  the  northern  Prairie  Region  of  this  country. 

Nor  is  NWF  satisfied,  as  the  I’WS  appears  to  be,  with  a  "trade-off" 
which  sacrifices  the  State  of  Minnesota's  finest  warm  water  stream 
fishery  (by  MDNR's  reckoning,  and  they  are  the  experts)  to  prevent  the 
drainage  of,  by  everyone's  estimate,  tens  of  thousands  of  prime  waterfowl 
habitat.  It  seems  to  us,  and  a  good  many  others,  that  the  Corps  should 
come  up  with  a  solution  to  this  common  agricultural  problem  (i.e. , 
periodic  flooding  of  cultivated  wetlands)  that  does  no*  exact  such  a 
heavy  price  in  terms  of  fish  and  wildlife  resources,  'mat  is 
certainly  the  principal  objective  of  MDNR,  which  is  earnestly  attempting— 
with  little  assistance  to  date  from  the  Corps — to  come  up  with  a 
solution  that  does  not  require  ditching  the  Roseau  River.  Instead  of 
pitching  in  with  its  considerable  expertise  and  available  resources, 
however,  the  Corps  has  chosen  to  play  the  role  of  devil's  advocate 
against  MDNR's  proposed  alternatives. 
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nun  up,  the  National  Wildlife  Federation  :  •  ah'  ?cs*au 

■  is  a  Iona  way  fron  a  legitimate  final  doc..--  :  the 

1  vjjncc  cf  the  final  EIS  has  only  served  to  confuse  too  j  nsues  inn 
•••  ••r.sify  the  conflict.  Accordingly,  MV7F  rakes  the  r  :  1  Levina  recor- 
•. nations : 

(1)  The  Final  EIS  be  withdrawn  fron  CEO  rondirr  a  resolution 
the  five  outstanding  objections  set  forth  in  this  letter. 

(2)  A  public  notice  of  the  withdrawal  be  mrh'-  an  the 
n'.eral  Register  and  state  and  local  newspapers  in  the  uroject  area. 

(3)  The  Cotds  undertake  a  serious  effort,  i-  .ttn'un'-  :ior.  v.  t h 

N.S.EPA,  U.S.FNS,  And  the  IJC  to  develop  a  :u . -  1  .  .rani:  r 

1  r.tion  to  the  rural  flood  problem.  Structural  al  r.orr  at  i  ves  such  at 
..  se  presently  being  studied  by  KDNR  (e.g. ,  snail  headwater  inpeunem 
: : ’ d  non- structural  alternatives  (e.g.,  croo  insurance,  flood way  ease¬ 
ments)  ,  deserve  particular  attention. 


(4)  After  resolution  of  the  forego ina  issues,  and  *r::p.’s 
..•on.rletion  of  its  Final  EIS,  the  Corps  should  issue  a  •  <v;  I  dra'a 
-react  statement. 

(5)  A  public  meeting  should  then  be  scheduled  vc  discuss  the 


draft  EIS  and  the  proposed  solution  to  both  fish  and  wildlife  moacts 
associated  with  the  project  as  re-desicned  (which  nay,  and  hopefully 
will,  be  a  significantly  different  project). 

u'.'.'F  stands  ready  to  aid  in  this  effort  in  :  '  a. 

-  trust  these  criticisms  are  taken  in  the  spirit  in  •.  h ;  uh  t.'.oy  are 
given,  namely  as  a  means  of  obtaining  an  administrative-  resolution  of 

problems — legal  and  environmental — described  above. 


Sincerely, 


Patrick  A.  Parenteau 
Counsel 


cc:  Mr.  Jack  Ford 

Deputy  Asst.  Sec.  of  the  Army, 
Civil  Works 

Brigadier  General  Drake  Wilson 
Deputy  Director  of  Civil  Works 

Lt.  Colonel  John  Hill 
Asst.  Dir. ,  Env.  Programs 
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Major  General  Charles  I.  McGinnis 
Decor.ber  9,  1977 
Page  Four 


cc:  (continued) 

Brig.  Gen.  F.obert  L.  Moore 
Div.  Fng. ,  Forth  Central  Div. 

Col.  Forest  T.  Gay  III 
Dist.  Eng. , 

Mr.  Jack  Hemphill 
Reg.  Dir.,  FWS 

Mr.  George  R.  7\lexander,  Jr. 

Reg.  Admin.,  EPA 

Mr.  Richard  D.  Vine 

Dep.  Asst.  Sec.  for  Canadian  Affairs 

State  Department 

Mr.  Romeo  LeBlanc 
Minister,  Fisheries  &  Env. 

Canada 

Mr.  William  Nye 
Commissioner," MN  DNR 
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UNITED  STATES 

ENVIRONMENTAL  PROTECTION  AGENCY 

REGION  V 

230  SOUTH  DEARBORN  ST 
,,  CHICAGO  ILLINOIS  60604 

pm  2 1  arr 

Colonel  Forrest  T.  Gay,  III 
District  Engineer 

U.S.  Army  Engineer  District,  St.  Paul 
1135  U.S.  Post  Office  &  Custom  House 
St.  Paul,  Minnesota  55101 


Dear  Colonel  Gay: 


RE:  75-084-194 
F-COE-F36028MN 


We  have  completed  our  review  of  the  Final  Environmental  Impact  Statement 
(EIS)  for  the  Roseau  River  Flood  Control  Project,  Roseau  and  Kittson 
Counties,  Minnesota.  Your  letter  of  November  10,  1977,  requested  our 
review  of  this  Final  EIS  to  determine  whether  or  not  our  comments  on  the 
Draft  EIS  of  November  10,  1975,  had  been  adequately  addressed.  Our  comments 
on  the  Draft  EIS  expressed  our  concerns  about  the  wetland  impacts,  water 
quality  impacts,  and  short-term  and  long-term  impacts  upon  the  river's 
ecosystem . 


Since  the  Final  EIS  was  written,  your  agency  has  made  major  changes  in  the 
project  design.  The  changes  involve  the  addition  of  seven  lowhead  dams. 
These  lowhead  dams  could  significantly  change  the  impacts  of  the  project. 
They  may  adversely  affect  the  water  quality  of  the  Roseau  River,  especially 
since  agricultural  practices  within  the  watershed  may  increase.  Further¬ 
more,  the  depth  of  the  water  will  be  shallow,  and  there  will  be  a  large 
surface  area  and  no  shoreline  vegetation.  This  situation  has  the  potential 
to  cause  adverse  water  quality  impacts. 

The  Final  EIS  said  on  page  61  that  the  enrichment,  along  with  increased 
light  and  temperature  due  to  removal  of  riparian  vegetation,  would  en¬ 
courage  the  development  of  aquatic  macrophytes  and  algae  especially  in 
areas  of  low  water  velocity.  The  lowhead  dams  will  create  the  exact 
situation  described  above  which  could  have  serious  water  quality  impacts. 
The  Final  EIS  further  stated  that  large  standing  crops  of  aquatic  plants 
could  exert  added  demands  c.i  the  dissolved  oxygen  during  the  night  as 
a  result  of  their  respiration.  At  this  time,  we  still  have  reservations 
in  regard  to  the  future  water  quality  of  the  Roseau  River. 

It  is  our  understanding  the  lowhead  dams  are  to  prevent  the  drainage  of 
adjacent  wetlands.  It  is  difficult  for  us  to  assess  this  benefit  without 
having  all  available  hydrological  data. 

Therefore,  until  all  additional  information  is  provided  to  fully  assess 
the  impacts  upon  the  environment,  we  will  refrain  from  making  any  comments. 
Our  concerns  expressed  on  the  Draft  EIS  remain  and  must  be  addressed  when 
your  agency  prepares  a  revision  of  the  EIS. 
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Mr.  Patrick  A.  Parenteau 

Counsel,  National  Wildlife  Federation 

1412  16th  S  tract ,  N.  W. 

Washington,  D.  C.  20036 


Dear  Mr.  Parenteau: 

1  am  replying  to  your  letter  of  9  December  1977  addressed  to  Major 
General  Charles  I.  McGinnis  regarding  the  Roseau  River  flood  control 
project . 

On  25  October  1977,  I  responded  to  a  letter  from  Mr.  Thomas  Kinfcall, 
Executive  Vice  President  of  your  organisation.  In  that  response,  I 
described  our  activities  in  preparation  of  the  latest  Environmental 
logteet  statement  for  the  Roseau  River  flood  control  project.  The 
Statement  In  draft  form  was  circulated  for  review  and  cocomnt  in 
September  1975  and  was  concurred  in  by  the  State  of  Minnesota.  The 
final  Statement  contains  a  full  discussion  of  resources  in  the  area, 
alternatives  studied.  Impacts  of  the  project,  comments  by  concerned 
interests,  and  our  raaponaes  to  comments.  Our  Statement  contained 
discussion  of  all  alternatives  for  the  project.  The  final  Statemant 
was  placed  on  file  with  the  Council  on  Environmental  Quality  (CEQ) 
in  November  1977  following  reaolution  of  the  concerns  raised  by  the 
U.S.  Fleh  and  Wildlife  Service  (FW8)  and  the  inability  of  the  State 
of  Minnesota  Department  of  Natural  Resources  (DNR)  to  identify 
feasible  new  alternatives  that  had  not  bean  previously  studied. 

Also  Included  in  our  response  to  Mr.  Kimball  was  a  report  on  the 
status  of  negotiation  with  Canada  relating  to  the  project.  In 
November  1976,  the  International  Joint  Commission  forwarded  its 
report  to  the  governments  of  the  United  States  and  Canada  with  a 
rs commanded  United  States  payment  for  damages  caused  by  the  project 
in  Canada.  Preliminary  negotiations  between  the  governments  of  the 
two  countries  have  begun  on  this  matter. 

During  our  coordination  to  resolve  the  concerns  of  the  TVS ,  s  number 
of  features  vsrs  identified  to  increase  the  mitigation  for  fishery 
and  wildlife  habitat  losses  due  to  construct loo  of  the  project. 
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We  consider  that  the  additional  features  now  proposed  do  not  constitute 
a  eajor  chance  In  the  plan  fot  the  project.  As  we  stated  la  our  trana- 
nlttal  of  the  final  EIS  to  CBQ,  once  these  features  are  designed  and 
coordinated,  an  EIS  supplement  wilt  be  prepared  end  pieced  ae  file 
prior  to  construction  of  the  project. 

Until  September  1077,  the  State  of  Minnesota  supported  the  channel 
■edification  project  with  concerns  relating  only  to  mitigation  of 
fishery  and  wildlife  habitat  losses.  In  April  1977,  the  M&meeota 
Dm  was  designated  the  responsible  agency  for  prepare t ion  of  a  State 
IIS  by  the  Minnesota  Environmental  Quality  Council.  The  Council  recog¬ 
nised  work  already  completed  on  environmental  matters  by  the  Corps  of 
Engineers  and  called  for  the  Federal  final  SIS  to  be  accepted  ae  the 
State  draft  sis.  The  Council  staff  members  stated  that  atteepta  would 
be  made  to  expedite  processing  and  completion  of  the  State  EIS.  Under 
the  normal  schedule  prescribed  by  the  Council,  without  expediting,  the 
final  State  EIS  was  to  be  completed  during  December  1977.  In  September 
1977,  the  new  Coosslesloner  of  natural  Resources,  William  B.  Eye  requested 
review  of  the  Boeeau  Lake  flood  storage  impoundment  along  with  e 
shortened  channel  modification  project  to  reduce  flood  dame  pas  in  thn 
city  of  Roseau.  Our  St.  Paul  District  Engineer  told  him  this  alternative 
bed  already  been  studied  end  was  not  econoeleelly  feasible.  Thn  District 
Engineer' e  earlier  studies  were  reviewed  end  he  confined  the  findings. 

At  the  time  you  wrote,  Commissioner  Eye  wee  trying  to  pet  Cengrneeloeel 
support  for  study  of  another  alternative  which  Includes  tributary 
impoundments  below  Roseau  end  the  shortened  channel  project  for  relief 
in  the  city.  This  alternative  does  not  provide  the  degree  of  protection 
furnished  by  our  proposed  plan,  is  not  sconced cally  feasible,  dons  net 
have  e  local  sponsor,  end  from  information  available  has  ae  support  la 
the  Ml  one  sots  Congressional  delegation  for  its  study.  Cmnllllimr 
Rye  has  stated  chat  If  he  cannot  obtain  the  necessary  support  from  the 
Congressional  delegation,  he  will  support  the  presently  designed  Corps 
project.  On  24  January,  Commissioner  Hys  informed  our  St.  Pen!  District 
Engineer  that  he  end  hla  staff  would  support  our  project.  Our  District 
Engineer  also  requested  the  Coasalssloner  end  his  staff  to  participate 
in  the  design  and  coordination  for  thn  edditioael  fish  end  wildlife 
ndtlgatlon  features  now  proposed  and  he  agreed  to  work  with  me  on  this 
natter.  Further,  we  have  requested  e  review  of  the  project  with  bath 
the  ORE  end  the  FVS  In  en  attempt  to  Identify  any  other  needed  nAtlgs- 
tion  measures.  Our  work  with  DUE  and  FVS  will  be  coordinated  with 
the  gnvireamentel  Protection  Agency  (EDA)  because  of  its  internet  in 
the  project. 
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Our  St.  Paul  District  Engineer  received  «  ^  re bruary  ii7!‘  letter  of 
notification  from  Kudy  Perpich,  Governor  of  Minnesota,  that  he  supports 
cite  Poseau  Elver  Flood  Control  project  as  proposed  by  tl*  Corps  of 
engineers.  Also  from  our  studies  there  ere  no  teaaible  alternatives 
to  our  proposed  plan  that  provide  the  flood  dauuge  reduction  authorized 
for  the  Roseau  Elver.  Discussion  of  the  added  mitigation  features  can 
be  readily  provided  in  a  suppleucnt  to  our  KIS  that  was  filed  in  November 
1)7'/.  Thus,  we  eee  no  reason  why  the  Statement  on  file  should  be  with¬ 
drawn. 

Thank  you  for  your  interest  in  our  project.  A  copy  c£  the  draft 
supplement  tu  the  EIS  will  be  furnished  to  you  as  well  as  the  filed 
final  issue  upon  their  completion  and  filing  with  CM. 

Sincerely, 


TILFOTD  C.  CREEL 

Colonel,  Corps  ol  Engineers 

Assistant  Director  of  Civil  Works, 

Upper  Mississippi  Basin  &  Crest  Lakes 
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2  November  1978 


Mr.  David  F.  Zentnar 
Iamedlate  Past  National  Preaidant 
Isaak  Walton  League  of  America 
824  lat  National  Bank  Building 
Duluth,  Minnesota  55802 


Dear  Dave: 

Thanks  for  your  latter  of  6  September  1978  on  the  Roseau  River  Flood 
Control  project  and  the  queries  on  behalf  of  the  Izaak  Walton  League. 

It  hae  taken  some  time  to  put  this  response  together  as  ve  have  dis¬ 
cussed  It  not  only  ln-bouss  but  also  with  the  managers  of  the  Roseau 
River  Watershed  District.  A  mober  of  the  managers  thought  that  a 
meeting  with  you  would  be  useful,  and  they  will  probably  he  contacting 
you  In  the  near  future  If  they  haven't  already.  Now,  let  me  respond 
to  your  letter  paragraph  by  paragraph.  I  have  marked  a  copy  of  your 
latter  for  reference. 

Starting  with  your  paragraph  A,  thank  you  for  your  kind  words  on  the 
cooperation  between  the  Corps  and  the  Ikes.  We  want  to  work  tilth  any 
agency,  public  or  private,  which  has  major  concerns  about  this  project. 
However,  let  me  clarify  the  reason  for  the  modifications  made  to  the 
project.  The  D.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  (USTWS)  had  reservations 
shout  the  efficacy  of  tits  side  ditch  control  structures  In  preventing 
additional  wetland  drainage,  a  concern  which  the  Corps  doss  not  share, 
and  requested  that  additional  control  structures  be  placed  in  the 
stream  proper.  We  agreed  to  do  this,  treating  these  structures  as 
backup  to  the  controls  on  the  side  ditch  inlets.  Furthermore,  we 
added,  voluntarily,  the  structures  in  the  several  channel  cutoffs. 

These  latter  features  will  preserve  the  meandering  flew  of  the  river 
in  normal  times  and,  In  flood,  allow  the  passage  of  those  waters  by 
As  more  direct  route.  I  feel  that  preservation  of  the  meandering 
nature  of  the  etream  will  benefit  the  fishery  and  prevent  stagnation 
In  the  oxbows .  As  a  result  of  the  project  modifications.  As  OSFWS 
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is  now  a  strong  cuniortcr  of  the  prolf-ct.  A  cor>v  of  Tack  Hermhill's 
letter  of  support.  dated  1' ■  '"•eotonlor  1077,  Is  Inclosed.  You  mav 
recall,  Dave,  that  the  day  after  this  letter  vnfl  signed  I  telephoned 
you  describing  the  modifications  and  you  termed  there  "terrific 

Your  paragraph  !:•  suggests  that  the  modifications  to  the  project  will 
cause  the  flood  waters  to  run  off  more  rapidly  from  a  portion  of  the 
watershed.  That  is  not  totally  correct.  The  project,  modified  or 
unmodified,  will  provide  for  the  raold  runoff  and  the  resultant  flood 
control  through  an  Increased  channel  capacity.  The  modifications  to 
the  project  will  preclude  "secondary  agricultural  drainage",  or  any 
other  kind  of  drainage,  which  cannot  he  accomplished  now.  Note  that 
carefully,  for  if  land  can  be  drained  now  it  can  also  be  drained  after 
the  project  is  completed. 

Your  paragraph  1  describes  the  Roseau  River  as  a  natural  meandering 
stream.  That  is  a  misnomer.  The  river  was  dredged  In  the  early  part 
of  this  century,  and  the  spoil  banks  from  that  effort  have,  signif¬ 
icantly  altered  the  river's  character.  Part  of  the  flood  damages  can 
be  attributed  to  that  dredging  and  the  resultant  constriction  in 
channel  capacity.  The  project  will  correct  those  errors  and  Increase 
the  carrying  capacity  of  the  channel.  The  modifications  to  the  project 
will,  in  Jack  Hemphill's  words,  "substantially  protect  the  area's  fish 
and  wildlife  values  over  the  life  of  the  project".  The  effectiveness 
of  the  project  and  its  beneficiaries  are  described  in  the  FIS  currently 
on  file  with  EPA.  Two  specific  examples  are  paragraph  1.300  which 
presents  a  tabulation  of  average  annual  benefits  due  to  reduction 
in  flood  losses  and  naragranhs  4.311  and  4.312  which  present  the  degree 
of  protection  and  reduction  in  flood  stages  afforded  by  the  project. 

Our  economic  methodology  for  determining  reduction  of  flood  losses 
and  thus  the  benefits  due  to  the  proposed  project  includes  finding 
the  flooded  area  outline  associated  with  floods  of  various  frequencies 
and  the  uses  of  the  Inundated  area.  Economic  benefits  are  then  established 
through  evaluation  of  the  reduction  in  flood  damages  due  to  the  project. 

Your  paragraph  2  asks  who  will  benefit.  Hie  names  of  landowners  are  not 
necessary  for  our  procedures,  Nowever,  the  Watershed  District,  the 
local  project  eponsor.  must  determine  benefited  and  damaged  property 
ownere  so  it  can  assess  for  benefits  to  pay  for  costa  due  to  construc¬ 
tion  of  the  project.  The  Watershed  District  has  identified  48  privets 
homes,  24  businesses,  and  a  school  facility  in  Roseau:  and  214  farms 
downstream  that  will  be  benefited  by  the  project.  The  names  of  owners 
of  these  properties  are  available  from  the  managers  of  the  Watershed 
District. 
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Your  paragraph  3  is  answered  in  the  earlier  portion  of  this  letter: 

No  wetland  acres,  now  in  danger  of  secondary  drainage,  are  preserved 
by  the  modified  project.  If  the  land  can  be  drained  now,  it  can  be 
drained  after  the  project  is  completed.  If  it  can't  be  drained  now, 
it  can't  be  drained  after  the  project  is  completed.  What  can  be 
prevented  is  the  drainage  of  lands  that  could  be  connected  to  the 
river  were  it  not  for  the  fixing  of  the  elevation  of  the  ditches 
leading  into  the  river.  The  in-stream  modifications  give  the  added 
assurance  that,  if  somehow  those  ditch  structures  were  breached  or 
bypassed  (and  such  action  would  be  forbidden  by  the  terms  of  the 
local  cooperation  agreement  and  would  be  corrected  lmnedlately) ,  the 
drainage  attempts  would  be  unsuccessful  because  the  stream's  surface 
would  remain  at  the  same  elevation.  The  forthcoming  supplement  to 
our  EIS  will  provide  a  description  of  measures  included  in  the  project 
to  prevent  additional  drainage  once  construction  is  completed.  This 
discussion  will  include  results  of  the  continuing  coordination  con¬ 
cerning  the  low  profile  control  structures  requested  by  the  D.S.  Fish 
and  Wildlife  Service  for  drainage  control.  Also,  we  will  Include 
results  of  the  drainage  study  currently  underway  by  the  U.S.  Geological 
Survey. 

Your  paragraph  4  questions  structure  lifetime.  For  purposes  of  economic 
analysis,  the  structures  are  given  a  50-year  lifetime;  for  example,  they 
are  amortized  over  a  50-year  period.  However,  the  structures  are  de¬ 
signed  to  last  indefinitely  given  proper  maintenance. 


The  impoundment  alternative  proposed  by  Mr.  Nye,  paragraph  5,  has 
questionable  feasibility.  However,  the  supplement  to  the  EIS  will 
discuss  it  and  other  alternatives  to  the  project  in  considerable 
detail  to  Include  economic,  social,  and  environmental  impacts. 


The  OSFWS,  paragraph  6,  has  stated  their  support  for  the  modified 
project.  Mr.  Hemphill  has  told  me  and  others,  including  the  DNR, 
that  the  DVR  impoundment  proposal  would,  by  virtue  of  the  fluctuation 
in  reservoir  levels,  have  an  adverse  Impact  on  fish  and  wildlife. 


In  paragraph  7,  you  ask  the  extent  the  project  will  serve  to  cause 
agricultural  encroachment  into  the  50-year  floodplain.  Essentially, 
all  privately-owned  land  along  the  river  which  floods  as  Infrequently 
as  once  in  50-years  is  currently  in  agricultural  use.  This  is  con¬ 
sidered  prims  agricultural  land  in  Roseau  County.  Fanners  in  the 
area  find  that  it  Is  profitable  to  farm  in  soma  areas  even  if  they 
lose  a  crop  to  flooding  once  in  every  3  or  4  years.  Thus,  they 
are  already  in  the  3-  to  4-year  floodplain.  Our  supplement  to 
the  EIS  will  contain  an  expanded  discussion  of  the  no-project 
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alternative.  Without  the  project,  and  with  technological  advances 
and  commodity  price  increases  which  are  sure  to  occur  in  future, 
private  resources  will  be  expended  to  continue  agricultural  develop¬ 
ment  in  the  area.  Only  State  and  local  land-use  controls  can  prevent 
conversion  of  existing  publicly-owned  natural  and  wetland  areas  from 
conversion  to  private  agricultural  uae.  Incidentally,  our  project 
benefits  Include  only  those  for  flood  damage  reduction  on  existing 
privately-owned  land. 

Your  paragraph  C  worries  me  because  it  seems  to  reflect  neither 
local  sentiment  nor  local  knowledge  about  the  project.  At  the  public 
meeting  in  Roseau  called  by  Mr.  Nye  on  12  December  1977,  there  were 
a  few  persons  who  spoke  against  the  project.  However,  the  overwhelming 
majority  of  the  large  audience  supported  the  project  as  modified.  Every 
single  public  official  who  spoke  told  the  DNR  that  they  didn't  want 
any  part  of  their  lngioundment  alternative  and  that  the  modified  project 
should  be  built  without  delay.  Even  State  Representative  Art  Braun, 
who  harbored  personal  reservations  about  channelisation,  said  that  ha 
supported  the  project  since  it  was  obviously  the  will  of  his  constituents. 
At  that  meeting,  I  described  the  anti-drainage  features  as  I  had  earlier 
described  them  to  managers  of  the  Watershed  District.  The  modified 
project,  nevertheless,  still  has  their  support.  We  have  no  reservations 
that  the  project  will  function  hydraulically  as  designed. 

Your  proposal  in  paragraph  D,  to  create  a  trust  fund  to  compensate 
flood  losses,  is  not  viable.  There  is  no  such  authority  in  Federal 
lew.  There  is  a  flood  insurance  program,  and  it  is  discussed  in  the 
EIS.  Flood  insuranoa,  though,  does  not  prevent  damages  but  instead 
distributes  the  costa  of  those  damages  throughout  the  nation.  The 
trust  fund  might  compensate  the  homeowner  or  the  farmer,  but  it  would 
not  relieve  the  anguish  and  distress  of  those  who  are  flooded  and 
forced  from  their  homes  end  property.  It  would  not  replace  e  life  at 
any  cost  if  any  were  loat.  It  would  not  make  up  for  the  revenue  loaees 
to  the  shippers  of  the  farm  products  or  others  Involved  in  supporting 
the  farms r.  tt  would  not  make  up  for  the  loss  of  gold  flow  resulting 
from  normal  grain  export.  The  project,  on  the  other  hand,  would  meet 
ell  of  those  needs  by  preventing  the  damages  from  happening. 

I  agree  with  you,  Dave,  that  there  is  much  frustration  over  this  project. 
Perhaps  the  moat  frustrated  of  all  era  the  people  of  Roseau  and  Kittson 
Counties  who  have  been  trying  for  SO  years  to  provide  soeie  fora  of  flood 
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protection  from  the  Roseau  River.  I  am  hopeful  that,  through  Informing 
all  who  are  concerned  about  all  aapecta  of  this  project,  the  air  can 
be  cleared  and  that  the  people  of  thoae  counties  can  realise  their 
long-cherlahed  dream. 


Thank  you  for  your  continuing  interest  in  this  project. 


^^li 


Inca  rely , 


✓ 

2  Incl  FORREST  T.  GAT,  III 

as  Colonel,  Corps  of  Engineers 

District  Engineer 
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September  6,  1978 

Colonel  Ted  Cay 

District  Engineer 

Department  of  Army 

St.  Paul  District,  Corp  of  Engineers 

1135  U.S.  Post  Office  -  Custom  House 

St.  Paul,  Mn  55101 

Ret  Roseau  River  Flood  Control 

Dear  Teds 

Last  Monday  (8-28-78)  Jim  Ross  of  the  Wildlife  Federation,  myself,  Dr.  Paul 
Toren,  and  Larry  Schultz  sat  down  with  Commissioner  Alexander,  Vonnie  Hagen 
and  hao  a  "re-discussion"  of  the  Roseau  Plan. 


I  thought  as  a  result  of  that  meeting  it  only  fair  to  bring  you  up  to  date 
on  where  I  think  the  Ike's  stand  and  hopefully  what  we  need  to  know  to  finally 
get  the  kind  of  handle  that  we  need  to  have  organizationally  before  concluding 
to  agree  with  you  that  the  "Modified  Project"  is  supportable  or  to  disagree. 

a 

Let  me  indicate  first  of  all,  that  we  in  the  League  greatly  appreciate  the 
cooperation  of  you  and  your  "Agency"  to  date.  We  appreciate  the  fact  that 
the  project  was  modified  due  to  protest  by  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service, 
National  Wildlife  Federation,  ana  others. 

We  understand  from  the  layman's  standpoint  that  basically  the  position  you've 
held  is  that  b^jmodif^in^^he^ro^ec^youcaj^j^gmg^j^^^jjjjjj^j^g^drun 
of£  from  a  portion  ofthe^aTersVied  and  "tEerebyre3ucef^od^Jginth^^" 
Community,  and  to  certain  downstream  landowners.  We  understand  that  it's 
your  Intention  to  propose  that  the  "instream  modifications"  will  maintain 
water  levels  at  a  point  so  as  to  preclude  " secondary_agriculturajL_dralnag^' . 

In  evaluating  the  project  and  attempting  to  deTerri?rf?tr^agre«!!en^Jltl^r 
disagreement  with  these  contentions,  the  following  Include  the  questions  still 
not  satisfactorily  answered: 


1.  Ve  can  find  nothing,  in  project  description,  or  in  letter  exchanges, 
that  really  show  ^jgK_g^gg1jijcg>i^g^igro^ectwn^-^e  for  either  the 
city  or  the  downstream  rural  landownet\TJniTeit*s  true  that  we 
are  not  the  proposed  beneficiaries  of  the  flood  relief,  it's  also 
true  that  however  the  project  is  modified  it  will  disrupt  further 
a  najyjjalj^nderingstrcam , 

^ife,  ana  stiTT^possT^Ty,,^r,ovide  for  drainage.  TITereforeTiiit 
"can’t  be  shorn  that  the  project  after  spending  20  to  24  million 
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dollars  isn't  going  to  really  mitigate  the  flooding,  then  the 
beneficiaries  will  gain  nothing,  and  society  at  large  and  the 
United  States  taxpayer  have  lost.  There  are  those  who  question 
the  hydraulic  effectiveness  of  the  project  total,  and  also  the 
hydraulic  effectiveness  of  the  modifications  as  regards  their 
ability  to  be  preventers  of  secondary  drainage.  Therefore,  we 
agree  with  you,  in  your  request,  that  the  "U.S.  Geological  Survey" 
is  an  excellent  prospect  for  an  independent  evaluation  of  those 
Issues. 

2.  Who  is  going  to  benefit?  Looks  to  us  as  though  there's  going  to 
la  very  tew  aired  beneficiaries  of  either  the  project  as  pro¬ 
posed,  or  even  the  modified  project,  we've  yet  to  see  a  list  of 
the  names  of  the  downstream  property  owners  and  who  they  repre¬ 
sent.  This  should  be  a  matter  of  public  information  and  yet  1 
cannot  find  it  in  the  DEIS  or  elsewhere. 

3.  Exactly  jjhichacrj^  of  wetland  are  the  ones  now  in  danger  of 
secondary  drainage  that  jj2uId_be_£r£ggHfi4  based  on  your  view  of 

'  the  "Modified  Project"?  It  seems  to  me  that  there  ought  to  be  a 
map,  including  legal  descriptions  of  said  acres,  for  review  and 
concurrence  or  disagreements  by  both  the  Federal  Agency  (Fish  and 
Wildlife  Service)  and  the  Minnesota  DNR. 

What  is  the  lifetime  of- the  structures?  In  attempting  to  analyse 
the  safeguards  against  dralnlngprovlded  by  structural  modifi¬ 
cation  of  the  project  verses  state  and  federal  policy  and  philos¬ 
ophy  towards  drainage  in  this  area  one  must  have  an  idea  of  the 
long-term  efficacy  and  integrity  of  the  modified  structures.  At 
this  time  we  have  none,  perhaps  this  again,  is  an  area  of  attention 
that  the  U.S. U.S.  could  be  directed  to  answer. 

S«  la  the  alternative  suggested  by  MDNR  (i.e.  upstream  impoundments 
on  Sprague  Creek  and  Pine  Creek  and  restoration  of  Roseau  Lake) 
bydrologlcally  je&jlbic  as  a  flood  control  alternative  to  the 
Proposed  Modified  Project.^ ^ 

t.  We  agree  with  the  National  Wildlife  Federation  that  the  Fish  and 
Wildlife  Service  ought  to  comment  regards  their  jsgvironmental 

presentiyavaTTaCTeTn- 

cluding  the  above  reterreTTo^’TOrTTTTrns t i ve" . 


7.  Finally,  to  whet  extent  will  th«  pro]e£tjjjjgjyjj|Ujv»t  for 
further  agricultural  encroachment  Into  the  50  yearflooTpTaln, 
and  what  Impact  does  that  have  on  the  Project  Coat  -  Benefit? 


It  seems  to  us,  Ted,  that  the  mentality  of  many  involved  with  the  Project 
is  one  of  frustration  regards  further  consideration  because  this  one  has 
been  with  us  so  long.  Yet  there  are  many  unresolved  questions. 


C-29 


1 


Even  in  the  Roseau  area,  there’s  less  than  unanimous  approval  and  by  that 
1  don’t  mean  one  or  two  opposers,  but  1  mean  a  _^ubsitantialnumber_ofo£2- 
posers,  and  great  confusion  over  what  the  project  will  really  do.  Most 
of  the  supporters  of  the  project  think  it  is  going  to  solve  their  flooding 
problems,  and  along  with  It  permit  them  to  accomplish  the  secondary  drain¬ 
age,  in  fact  1  understand  that  privately  many  of  them  will  indicate  that 
that’s  the  notion  they  have  vii ether  or  not  the  Corp  will  tell  them  that’s 
not  the  case.  They  intend  to,  through  private  mechanisms,  accomplish  the 
drainage  by  themselves,  1  think  that  there’s  considerable  concern  as  to 
whether  the  project  from  strictly  a  flood  control  standpoint  will  do  what’s 
proposed. 

You’ll  recall  at  one  time  that  1  suggested  that  wc  take  the  $20,000,000, 
and  put  it  in  a  trust  fund  and  appropriate  for  flood  control  losses  ionly 
when  proved  that  such  losses  occured)  and  that  such  a  scheme  would  be  sen¬ 
sible  since  no  alterations  of  the  natural  environment  would  be  required  and 
yet  what  agriculture  had  been  permitted  to  date  to  develop  would  be  pro¬ 
tected.  That  causes  some  people  to  be  amused  because  that’s  too  straight 
forward.  But  on  the  other  hand,  it  may  make  more  sense  than  justifying  a 
project  at  this  time  which  so  few  seem  to  understand  regards  it’s  benefits 
and  which  has  so  many  unanswered  questions  regards  its  hazards. 

Surely  by  record  of  performance  for  many,  many  years,  no  organizations  have 
shown  more  concern  for  maintaining  wetlands  than  the  National  Wildlife 
Federation  and  the  Izaak  Walton  League  of  America,  Inc.  But,  we  cannot  in 
good  conscience  neglect  the  other  issues  especially  when  we’re  not  assured 
of  the  veracity  of  the  mechanism  at  hand,  regard  the  long-term  integrity  of 
the  existing  wetlands,  nor  can  we  ignore  the  injury  to  the  warm  water  fishery 
through  the  main  stem  alteration. 

I’d  be  appreciative  to  your  response  in  regard  to  specific  questions  in 
this  letter.  1  imagine  we  could  discuss  some  of  this  shortly  as  I’ll  be 
seeing  you  lu  a  few  uay,  at  you.  meeting  lr>  i««rair>erc!. 

Sincerely,  \ 


£)o J 


David  F.  Zentner  \ 

Immediate  Past  National  President 
Izaak  Walton  League  of  America,  Inc. 
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United  States  Department  of  the  Interior 


ar.(  (LOGICAL  St  K \  t.v 
702  Post  Office  Building 
St.  Paul,  Minnesota  55101 
November  7,  1978 


Mr.  Charles  A.  Hughlett 
Acting  Regional  Director 
U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service 
Federal  Building-Fort  Snelling 
Twin  Cities,  Minnesota  55111 

Dear  Mr.  Hughlett: 

In  accordance  with  a  telephone  conversation  with  Deputy  Assistant 
Secretary  Myshak's  office  and  Mr.  F.T.  Schaefer  of  our  Regional  office, 
we  are  transmitting  to  you  our  comments  on  the  revised  Roseau  River  Flood 
Control  Project.  The  comments  were  requested  by  Col.  F.T.  Gay  III,  District 
Engineer,  St.  Paul  District,  Corps  of  Engineers,  in  a  letter  to  Assistant 
Secretary  Herbst  dated  June  30,  1978.  Please  forward  the  comments  to  the 
Corps  of  Engineers  as  soon  as  possible. 


ec:i/Col.  F.T.  Gay  III,  COE,  St.  Paul 
Chief  Hyd,  WRD,  Reston 
R.J.  Myshak,  DI ,  Wash.  DC 
Reg.  Hyd,  WRD,  NR,  Reston 


Sincerely  Yours, 


Donald  R.  Albin 
District  Chief 
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The  attached  remarks  were  developed  In  r<  -ponf-.e  to  the  letter  of 
June  30,  1978,  from  Colonel  Forrest  T.  Cay  III,  St.  Paul  District,  Corps 
of  Engineers,  to  Robert  L.  Hcrbst,  Assistant  Secretary  for  Fish  and  Wildlife 
and  Parks  requesting  USGS  opinion  on  the  nsefu’ness  of  proposed  side-ditch 
Inlet  and  in-channel-control  structures  in  preventing  drainage;  and  the 
memorandum  of  August  8,  1978,  from  Richard  J.  Myshak,  Deputy  Assistant 
Secretary  for  Fish  and  Wildlife  and  Parks,  to  Joseph  S.  Cragwall  Jr., 

Chief  Hydrologist,  WRD-USGS,  confirming  the  arrangement  for  a  hydrologist 
to  review  specific  supplemental  design  features  not  included  in  the  pro¬ 
ject  described  in  the  Environmental  Impact  Statement  of  July  1976. 

Supplemental  data,  reports,  and  correspondence  relating  to  the  project 
received  by  the  Minnesota  District,  WRD-USGS  include  the  following  items: 

1.  Copy  of  letters  from  Col.  Cay  to  Ronald  L.  Mustard,  Director, 

Office  of  Federal  Activities,  U.S.  Environmental  Protection 
Agency,  Chicago,  dated  27  April  1978,  and  3  May  1978,  with 
enclosures . 

2.  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  Special  Report  "Roseau  River 
Flood  Control  Project,  Roseau  County  Minnesota"  June  1977, 

3.  Copy  of  letter  from  Col.  Gay  to  Robert  L.  Herbst  of  30  June 
1978,  with  enclosures. 

A.  Copy  of  letter  from  Patrick  A.  Parenteau,  Counsel  for  the 
National  Wildlife  Federation,  to  Robert  L.  Herbst,  dated 
July  6,  1978,  with  enclosures. 

5.  A  collection  of  miscellaneous  design  memos,  computat ions  for 
low-head  dams,  and  flow-duration-data  plots  for  the  Roseau 
River.  Much  of  this  duplicates  enclosures  of  item  1  above. 

Supplemental  design  details  and  hydrologic  and  hydraulic  information 
contained  in  Items  1,3,  and  5  of  the  above  constitute  the  information  on 
which  this  review  is  based.  Details  of  the  report  of  item  2  are  not  appli¬ 
cable  to  the  project  supplements,  which  were  developed  since  the  report 
was  written. 

General  features  of  supplements  that  have  significant  impact  on  the 
hydraulics  of  the  project  and  involve  changes  from  plans  described  in  the 
F.IS  of  July  1976  include  the  following: 

a.  Relocate  low-head  darn  3  and  add  two  dams  between  No.  1  and 
No.  3;  delete  dam  A,  providing  a  total  of  9  dams.  Dams  have 
a  horizontal  crest  without  a  notch.  Previous  design  included 
a  notch  in  the  crests. 
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b.  Addition  of  control  structures  In  the  new  channels  to  direct 
low  flows  through  the  old  natural  channel  to  maintain  the 
existing  meandering  course.  Design  of  these  structures 

was  not  complete  as  of  October  5,  1978.  (Previously  the 
old  meander  channels  were  to  be  blocked  at  the  new  cutoffs). 
These  structures  are  expected  to  have  little  impact  on  the 
profile  for  500  ft^/s  or  less  flow  with  the  in-channel  low- 
head  dams  of  item  a  in  place. 

c.  Addition  of  control  structures  on  the  outlet  of  ditches 
entering  the  river  in  the  project  area  to  restrict  flow 

to  that  occurring  for  pre-project  conditions.  The  proposed 
structures  are  listed  on  plate  30  of  the  General  Design 
Memorandum  and  the  structures  listed  are  subject  to  re¬ 
visions  and  additions  of  an  accompanying  table.  Data  on 
these  structures  are  given  in  the  enclosures  accompanying 
item  1  of  the  supplemental  data. 


SUMMARY  STATEMENT — Except  for  a  very  small  area  near  the  upstream 
end  of  the  project  at  Roseau,  the  proposed  low-head  in-channel  dams 
and  side-ditch  inlet-control  structures,  as  designed,  will  effectively 
prevent  drainage  of  wetlands  in  the  Roseau  River  basin. 


Imparts  of  low-head  in -channel  daps. 

The  proposed  dams  w.;re  designed  to  maintain  the  water  profile 
for  500  ftJ/s  flow  at  approximately  the  same  average  elevation  as 
for  the  present  channel  and  should  function  in  that  manner.  Flow- 
duration  data  for  the  gaging  station  at  Ross  indicate  that  flows 
of  500  ft^/s  or  more  occur  only  16  percent  of  the  time.  For  flows 
less  than  500  ft^/s,  occurring  84  percent  of  the  time,  the  dams 
will  maintain  the  profile  as  a  series  of  pools  at  an  average  water 
level  higher  than  exists  for  present  conditions.  This  effectively 
reduces  the  available  gradient  toward  the  river  in  side  ditches 
entering  the  Roseau  River.  Therefore,  the  dams  are  significantly 
effective  in  reducing  the  potential  for  side  drainage.  The  re¬ 
duction  in  potential  for  drainage  is  indicated  by  the  increase 
in  low-water  profile  elevation  in  the  river  and  can  be  evaluated 
with  some  certainty  only  at  gage  locations.  From  data  for  the 
gage  at  Ross,  for  example,  the  flow-duration  curve  indicates  flow 
will  be  40  ft^/s  or  less  50  percent  of  the  time.  The  profile 
is  to  be  maintained  by  dam  6  downstream  with  crest  elevation  at 
1,023.65  feet.  That  elevation  is  3.5  feet  higher  than  the  present 
stage  for  40  ft^/s  flow  at  that  point.  The  average  rise  in  profile 
elevation  for  40  ftJ/s  flow  appears  to  be  on  the  order  of  2  feet 
but  there  is  no  way  to  accurately  evaluate  this  over  the  total 
project. 


2.  Impact  of  control  structures  on  side-ditch  inlets  to  the  river. 

Structures  to  be  constructed  on  drainage  ditches  entering 
Roseau  River  are  sized  to  restrict  flow  to  the  present  capacity 
of  the  ditches,  and  are  designed  with  culvert  inverts  or  other 
control  feature  at  the  level  of  the  existing  ditch  bottom  adjacent 
to  the  river.  Thus,  they  are  designed  to  limit  side  drainage  to 
that  existing  at  the  start  of  project  const ruct i on. 


Review  of  the  design  data  for  the  individual  structures  indi¬ 
cates  that  they  will  function  in  the  manner  intended  to  reduce  the 
potential  for  side  drainage  to  generally  the  existing  extent  of 
drainage.  Minor  exceptions  to  this  are  noted  for  the  4  structures 
on  ditch  outlets  nearest  Roseau  where  the  low-water  profile  may  be 
lowered  by  the  project.  Here  the  tailwater  on  the  ditch  structures 
will  be  lowered  allowing  some  increase  in  flow  rate  from  those  4 
ditches.  The  size  of  the  outlets  of  these  4  structures  limits 
their  capacity,  therefore,  this  is  seen  as  a  negligible  effect. 


The  rationale  and  basis  for  these  opinions  fellows. 
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Review  of  data  presented  with  item  1  shows  that  side  drainage  will 
be  improved  at  a  flow  of  500  ftVs  in  short  reaches  immediately  downstream 
from  each  low-head  dam.  The  increased  fall  over  present  conditions  is  a 
maximum  of  1.5  feet,  which  occurs  at  the  downstream  side  of  structure 
No.  5.  The  area  affected  by  this  condition  is  small  and,  more  importantly, 
the  time  when  this  condition  will  exist  is  short.  Therefore,  the  Increased 
fall  is  a  minor  exception  to  the  general  impact  of  the  low-head  dams  and 
can  be  ignored.  Lowering  of  the  500  ffVs  profile  downstream  from  the  dams 
is  offset  by  raising  the  profile  upstream  by  a  nearly  like  amount  compared 
to  present  conditions.  For  reviewing  the  total  impact  of  the  dams  on 
drainage  however,  the  flow  of  500  ft3/s  should  be  put  in  perspective 
with  the  total  regime  of  flow  on  the  Roseau  River. 


Continuous  flow  records  are  available  for  the  gaging  station  05107500, 
Roseau  River  at  Ross  since  August  1928.  The  station  is  located  at  the 
highway  bridge  0.2  mile  north  of  Ross  near  river  mile  123,  about  7.5  miles 
upstream  from  the  middle  of  the  A3. 9-mile  project.  Log  Pearson  Type  III 
computations  on  annual  peak  flows  for  that  location  indicate  a  93  percent 
chance  that  a  flow  of  500  ft3/s  will  be  equalled  or  exceeded  at  least  once 
in  any  year.  However,  the  summary  of  duration  tables  of  daily  discharge 
for  the  years  1929-75  indicates  that  for  only  about  16  percent  of  the 
time  does  the  flow  exceed  500  ft3/s.  Also,  50  percent  of  the  time  flow 
in  the  Roseau  River  at  Ross  is  A0  ft  Vs  or  less.  For  8A  percent  of  the 
time,  flow  in  the  improved  channel  with  the  low-head  dams  will  be  a  series 
of  pools  at  elevations  within  a  foot  or  so  above  the  dam  crests;  and,  be¬ 
cause  of  the  long  crest  lengths  for  flow  to  occur  over  the  dams,  the  pools 
will  be  at  an  elevation  within  0.1  to  0.3  foot  above  the  crests  more  than 
half  the  time.  The  dams  will  maintain  the  water  level  at  low  flow  from  one 
to  four  feet  higher  than  for  present  conditions.  For  example,  at  the  Ross 
gage  the  profile  elevation  for  A0  ftVs  is  1,020.2  feet  for  present  con¬ 
ditions.  The  crest  of  the  nearest  dam  downstream  is  to  be  at  elevation 
1,023.65  ft,  which  will  maintain  a  pool  at  a  level  about  3.6  feet  higher 
than  for  present  conditions.  The  low-water  profile  with  proposed  low-head 
dams  in  place  will  be  at  a  higher  elevation  than  for  present  conditions, 
which  definitely  will  restrict  drainage  from  adjacent  areas  along  that 
reach.  Side  drainage  will  be  restricted  even  more  tban  for  present  con¬ 
ditions  because  of  the  generally  decreased  gradient  in  side  ditches  at 
river  flows  less  than  500  ft3/s,  which  will  occur  8A  percent  of  the  time. 
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Slde-dltch-control  structures 

Generally,  where  the  outlet-control  structure  In  the  ditch  consists 
of  a  culvert,  the  size  of  the  culvert  and  friction  loss  through  its  length 
limit  flow  for  a  particular  fall  from  headwater  in  the  ditch  to  tailwater 
in  the  river.  Where  the  bottom  of  the  side  ditch  is  near  the  bed  of  the 
river,  the  addition  of  dams  in  the  river  maintains  tailwater  on  these 
structures  limiting  available  gradient  toward  the  river  to  slopes  less 
than  for  present  conditions,  thereby  reducing  rate  of  drainage  and  the 
potential  for  additional  drainage.  Where  the  structure  and  ditch  bottom 
enter  at  elevations  above  the  low-water  pools,  the  size,  friction  loss, 
and  structure  geometry  limit  flow  from  the  ditches  to  the  structure 
capacity.  Structures  were  sized  to  match  existing  constraints  in  the 
side  ditches;  therefore,  drainage  and  drainage  potential  are  limited  by 
the  structure  to  approximately  the  existing  drainage.  Review  of  design 
data  presented  on  plate  30,  with  the  assumption  that  the  low-head  dams 
would  be  Installed  to  maintain  the  low-flow  profile  elevations,  results 
in  the  structures  falling  into  one  of  4  categories  with  respect  to  their 
function.  The  categories  and  function  are  described  below. 


Category 


Effect  on  Drainage — Function 


1  Drainage  potential  is  considerably  reduced  by  a  fixed 

invert  elevation  higher  than  the  present  low-water 
profile  elevation  in  the  river.  Future  drainage  should 
remain  about  as  at  present,  controlled  by  opening  size 
in  the  structure. 


2  Drainage  and  drainage  potential  are  reduced  because 

the  low-water  profile  maintained  by  dams  in  the  river 
is  higher  than  the  present  low-water  profile.  The 
invert  elevation  or  size  of  opening  provided  in  the 
structure  may  reduce  the'  potential  for  drainage  or 
keep  it  as  presently  exists,  but  this  is  at  least 
partly  masked  by  the  higher  water  level  maintained 
in  the  river. 


3  The  structure  is  expected  to  have  little  or  no  effect 
on  drainage  or  drainage  potential. 

4  Some  increase  in  potential  for  drainage  may  be  created 
because  the  low-water  profile  in  the  river  is  lower 
than  presently  exists  and  getaway  conditions  are  im¬ 
proved  increasing  the  possible*  flow  rate  at  the  structure. 
This  occurs  only  very  near  Roseau  where  the  low-water 
profile  for  the  improved  channel  will  be  lower  than 
presently  exists  in  upstream  end  of  the  pool  at  dam  8. 
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For  the  70  structures  (other  than  plugs)  listed  on  Plate  30  the  following 
following  breakdown  by  categories  was  found: 


Category 


No.  sructures 


1 

2 

3 

4 


39 

23 

2 

4 


The  two  structures  in  category  3  are  downstream  from  the  channel 
improvement  and  the  structures  proposed  involve  little  or  no  change  from 
that  existing.  Modifications  co  the  4  structures  In  category  4  Involve 
retaining  part  of  the  existing  structure  in  an  area  where  the  channel  is 
to  be  deepened,  and  the  low-water  profile  is  expected  to  be  lowered,  re¬ 
moving  effects  of  tallwater  on  flow.  This  is  expected  to  result  In  a 
small,  probably  negligible  increase  in  drainage  and  drainage  potential 
because  the  original  size  structures  will  remain. 


George  H.  Carlson 


Vr.  Torjepli  -.lavender 
Ac t in?  -onnisslonor 
-'apartment  of  Natural  uaour ce* 
Centennial  'ff icc  :.ulldlnp 
St.  'aul,  Minnesota  55155 


hear  hr.  Alexander  : 

he  are  currently  preparing  a  supplement  for  t-ia  :  ltt.nl  nviron'ieueal 
Impact  ^taceaent  for  the  i.oscau  <lver  flood  control  project.  ;Jro.->osed 
project  daslrn  chances  would  alter  condition*.  at  cutoffs  construct*:;  as 
part  of  this  project  and  uy  the  citormcl lcatlou  which  occurr;-.!  oetwomi 
1106  and  l)2d,  vour  r<;cor.»"a«latlon  for  treats r.’t  of  t  ic.  cutoffs  1. 
lij;  .t  of  the  new  deaisns  would  .iclp  Insure  that  fis*-  and  wildlife  ojfec 
elves  would  Lc  "n't  within  the  constraints  of  the  overall  project  design. 

\»  a  result  of  coordination  with  your  department,  tie  initial  plans 
included  In  the  design  re.jorandir’  we  cor.i.'lete  ’  in  1571  called  for  ;>lapo 
to  he  installed  at  each  end  of  the  natural  cmniel  loops  to  oypaused 
iy  both  previous  and  currently  proposed  cutoffr..  ."he  lowered  water  sur¬ 
face  profilo  and  reduced  duration  of  hl’.s  water  resultin'’  froir  t  ie 
proposed  channel i ration  would  impair  fish  accuse  for  5>paw»ine  in  the 
natural  loops  bypassed  by  the  cutoffs,  "hie  value  of  these  natural  loops 
as  waterfowl  nesting  !ial-itat  was  to  ho  lri,> roved  -y  constructing  pluja  in 
tea  natural  channels  at  each  and  of  all  cutoffs  with  a  flan*  cat*?!  cul¬ 
vert  In  the  uoatream  pin*  to  provide?  for  -nter  in.  the  loop. 

iow  flow  profile  control  structures  have,  ueeu  added  to  the  proposed 
features  In  the  project  et  the  request  of  the  i:.“.  lU-'.  and  -ildllfe 
Service.  T'nie  will  result  in  a  greater  depth  of  ’iter  it  low*  flows 
followin'’  project  construction  than  provide-.’  !:i  our  tnidal  dssivn. 

11.ua  the  cutoffs  and  natural  channel  loops  would  .save  n  v;ra.?ter  depth 
of  water  than  dorln?  earlier  considerations.  As  n  result,  the  placement 
of*  the  pluf’w  1*  belnv  reevaluated  and  coordinated  ^ifi  your  dupartuent 
and  the  fish  and  Wildlife  Service. 


rZ**T'r'*a 


f 


:»CSi.D-I>  2  January  1979 

Mr.  Joseph  ...  Alexander 

la  the  recent  review  and  coordination  It  has  bean  determined  that  all 
downstream  plugs  should  La  removed  to  allow  fiah  acceaa  as  wall  as 
waterfowl  use.  Further,  upstreau  plugs  should  be  revaoved  at  new  cut¬ 
offs.  Structures  would  be  placed  In  the  new  cutoff  channels  to  divert 
noat  of  the  low  and  no real  flows  Into  the  natural  channels. 

Concerns  have  been  raised  regarding  the  possibility  of  construction 
induced  sedimentation  in  the  natural  channels  at  the  old  cutoffs.  Alter¬ 
natives  discussed  to  reduce  sedimentation  have  Included  solid  plugs, 
plugs  with  flap-gated  culverts  and  temporary  cofferdams  Installed  at  the 
upstream  end  of  natural  channel  loops  at  thasa  cutoffs.  This  matter 
needs  to  ba  resolved  before  we  can  procead  with  project  design. 

Wo  request  your  comments  regardin'5,  elimination  of  the  plugs  and  Instal¬ 
lation  of  diversion  structures  at  the  new  cutoffs,  da  further  request 
your  recommendation  regarding  elimination  of  plugs  at  the  old  cutoffs. 

An  early  response  to  these  requests  would  assist  us  in  masting  our  sched¬ 
ule  for  tha  preparation  of  the  supplement  to  the  environmental  Impact 
Statement. 


Sincerely . 


I 

J 

WAITER  I..  MCtS 

Lieutenant  Colonel*  CL* 

Acting  District  Engineer 

CF: 

Nr.  Oliver  Jarveupa 

Chief*  ecological  Services  Sweden 

Division  of  Fish  and  Wildlife 

Minnesota  Department  of  •atural  Resources 

390  Centennial  Building 

St.  Fatal*  Minnesota  55155 


ED-ER,  Robin  Blackman 


STATE  Of 


v  DEPARTMENT  OF  NATURAL  RESOURCES 


Film  No. 


February  13,  1979 


Forrest  T.  Gay,  III 
Colonel,  Corps  of  Engineers 
Department  of  the  Army 
St.  Paul  District 

1135  U.S.  Post  Office  and  Custom  House 
St.  Paul,  MN  S5101 

Dear  Colonel  Gay: 

This  is  in  response  to  your  letter  of  January  23,  1979  concerning 
the  U.S.  Geological  Survey  (USGS)  assessment  of  the  proposed  low 
profile  control  structures  in  the  Roseau  River  flood  control  project. 

I  concur  with  the  USGS  summary  which  indicates  that  the  proposed 
low  profile  control  structures  together  with  side-ditch  inlet 
controls,  as  currently  designed,  will  not  provide  improved  outlet 
conditions  for  wetland  drainage  along  most  of  the  project  reach 
in  the  Roseau  River  watershed. 

While  the  addition  of  the  low  profile  control  structures  to  the 
project  in  the  interest  of  insuring  future  preservation  of  wetlands 
is  a  worthwhile  goal,  we  are  concerned  that  they  will  increase 
adverse  project  impacts  on  the  Roseau  River  fishery  in  Minnesota 
and  prevent  the  river  from  recovery  of  any  of  its  fisheries  values 
after  initial  project  construction.  The  problem  is  further  com¬ 
pounded  by  the  fact  that  the  incremental  destruction  of  fisheries 
resources  due  to  the  addition  of  the  low-head  dams  is  balanced 
only  by  some  unquantified  additional  protection  primarily  to 
type  2  and  6  wetlands.  It  appears  to  me,  that  a  combination  of 
fixing  the  side  ditch  inlets  plus  regulatory  control  by  the  project 
sponsors  under  USCE  supervision  would  provide  protection  to  wetlands 
in  the  absence  of  low-head  dams. 

Accordingly,  it  is  difficult  for  me  to  categorically  .approve  of 
the  low-head  dams  as  presently  envisioned.  We  would  prefer  to 
have  them  deleted  from  the  project  wholly  or  in  part  (see  item  #2 
of  Roger  Holmes'  letter  to  Roger  Fast  dated  February  1,  1979).  If 
deletion  of  at  least  the  three  most  downstream  dams  cannot  be 
agreed  upon  among  the  affected  agencies  in  a  timely  fashion,  then 
•I  would  recommend  exploration  of  structural  design  modifications 
that  would  at  least  to  some  extent  mitigate  adverse  impacts  to  the 
Roseau  River  fishery. 
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AN  EQUAL  OPPORTUNITY  EMPLOYER 


Colonel  Forrest  T.  Cay,  III 
February  13,  1979 
Page  Two 


Once  the  structure  location/design  issue  is  settled,  I  would  be 
in  a  better  position  to  make  recommendations  on  how  to  treat 
the  old  and  new  cutoffs  (letter  from  Lt.  Col.  Heme  -  January  2, 
1979) . 


Sincerely, 


f^oseph  N.  Alexander 
Commissioner 


cc:  Senator  Marv  Hanson 

Representative  Nysether 
Charles  A.  Hughlett 
Roger  Holmes 
Larry  Seymour 
Vonney  Hagen 


I 


I 

NCSFD-D  TV  February  1979 


Mr.  Charles  A.  Muphlett 
Acting  Regional  Director 
Region  111 

U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service 
Federal  Building,  Fort  Sneiling 
Twin  Cities,  Minnesota  'is 111 


Dear  Mr.  hughlett: 

This  will  conflna  our  telephone  conversation  of  21  February  1979 
concerning  the  Roseau  River  flood  control  project. 

In  the  fall  of  1^77,  the  Roseau  River  flood  control  project  was  modified 
at  the  request  of  the  U.S.  Finh  and  Wildlife  Service.  The  modification 
consisted  of  the  addition  of  a  series  of  low  profile  control  structures. 
Installation  of  those  control  structures  was  to  serve  as  backup  to  per¬ 
manent  fixing  of  alda-dltch  inlet  elevatlona  to  provide  control  over 
future  wetland  drainage  which  may  he  attempted  as  a  result  of  the 
project.  Recently  completed  studies  by  the  involved  agencies  have 
raised  serious  concerns  for  project  related  impacts  on  the  Roseau  River 
fishery.  One  of  these  concerns  was  obstruction  of  fish  movement  which 
could  be  caused  by  the  low  profile  control  structures.  A  major  Issue 
appeared  to  be  whether  or  not  the  usefulness  of  the  structures  as  sec¬ 
ondary  or  backup  controls  on  drainage  would  offset  the  adverse  Impacts 
on  tha  fishery.  The  impacts  on  the  fishery  appear  to  be  of  greater 
Importance.  The  diversion  structures  In  the  channel  cutoffs,  added  at 
our  initiative  to  maintain  flows  In  the  natural  channel,  should  reduce 
adverse  affects  on  the  stream  fishery. 

1  would  appreciate  your  views  on  whether  or  not  the  low  profile  control 
structures  should  remain  a  project  feature.  1  would  also  like  to  know 
if  you  concur  In  the  daslrabllltv  of  retaining  the  diversion  structures 
In  the  channel  cutoffs. 


Sincerely, 


FORREST  T.  DAY,  III 
Colonel,  Corps  of  Engineers 
District  Engineer 
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UNITED  STATES 

ENVIRONMENTAL  PROTECTION  AGENCY 

REGION  V 

?30  SOUTH  DEARBORN  ST 
CHICAGO  ILLINOIS  60604 


FEB  261979 


Colonel  Forrest  T.  Gay,  III 
District  Engineer 

U.S.  Army  Engineer  District,  St.  Paul 
1135  U.S.  Post  Office  and  Custom  House 
St.  Paul,  Minnesota  55101 

Dear  Colonel  Gay: 

We  appreciate  your  letter  of  January  23,  1979,  in  regard  to  the  pro¬ 
posed  Roseau  River  Flood  Control  Project  in  Roseau  and  Kittson  Counties, 
Minnesota.  Your  letter  provided  the  U.S.  Geological  Survey’s  (U.S.G.S.) 
independent  assessment  on  the  ability  of  the  lowhead  dams  to  prevent 
drainage  of  wetlands  adjacent  to  the  Roseau  River.  This  independent 
assessment  by  U.S.G.S.  was  conducted  to  address  our  concern  for  the  pro¬ 
tection  of  these  wetlands  and  our  request  of  December  12,  1977  to 
Mr.  Bruce  Blanchard  of  the  Department  of  Interior.  At  that  time,  we 
also  expressed  concern  that  water  quality  not  be  degraded  as  a  result  of 
the  flood  control  project.  Our  concern  for  maintenance  of  water  quality 
has  also  been  expressed  at  Ineetings  between  members  of  our  staffs. 

The  U.S.G.S.  has  concluded  that  the  lowhead  dams  will  prevent  the  future 
drainage  of  wetlands  in  the  watershed.  While  construction  of  lowhead 
dams  may  solve  the  wetland  problem,  their  use  may  also  create  a  signifi¬ 
cant  water  quality  and  fisheries  impact.  The  Roseau  River  is  an  excel¬ 
lent  sport  fishery  river  and  is  classified  as  a  2B  stream  by  the  Minnesota 
Pollution  Control  Agency.  The  construction  of  the  lowhead  dams  will 
essentially  eliminate  this  fishery.  Before  the  construction  of  these 
dams  can  occur,  it  must  be  shown  that  the  dams  and  the  impoundment  of 
the  Roseau  River  will  not  result  in  violation  of  the  antidegradation 
standards  of  the  Water  Quality  Standards  for  the  State  of  Minnesota. 

In  addition  to  complying  with  State  water  quality  standards,  the  project 
will  have  to  comply  with  Section  404  of  the  Clean  Water  Act.  Any  dis¬ 
posal  of  dredge  or  fill  material  must  comply  with  regulations  established 
under  Section  404(b)  of  the  Clean  Water  Act.  In  order  to  assess  the 
impacts  upon  the  entire  aquatic  resource,  a  404(b)(2)  determination 
must  be  conducted  and  should  be  included  in  the  revised  draft  environ¬ 
mental  impact  statement.  The  procedures  for  the  404(b)  determination 
are  provided  in  the  regulations  published  in  the  September  5,  1975 
Federal  Register  (40CFR230). 


C-43 


While  it  appears  that  lowhead  dams  could  prevent  further  drainage  of 
adjacent  wetlands,  all  issues  of  environmental  impact  of  the  flood 
control  project  need  to  be  assessed  in  the  revised  draft  EIS.  Also, 
all  alternatives  should  be  addressed,  in  order  to  assure  that 
adverse  impacts  are  minimized. 

We  appreciate  your  providing  us  with  the  U.S.G.S's  results.  If  you 
or  your  staff  have  any  questions  in  regard  to  our  comments,  please  con¬ 
tact  Mr.  William  D.  Franz,  Environmental  Impact  Review  Staff,  at 
312/353-2307. 

Sincerely  yours, 

Ronald  L.  Mustard,  Director 
Office  of  Federal  Activities 


MINNESOTA  CONSERVATION  FEDERATION 


PUBLISHERS  OF  MINNESOTA  OUT-OF-DOORS" 

ROOM  218C  •  790  CLEVELAND  AVENUE  SOUTH  •  ST.  PAUL,  MINNESOTA  551  :< 

PHONE  {612|  690-3077 


February  9,  1979 


Colonel  Forrest  T.  Gay,  III 
Corps  of  Engineers 

1135  U.S.  Post  Office  &  Custom  House 
St.  Paul,  MN  55101 

Dear  Col.  Gay: 

Thank  you  for  the  information  on  the  findings  of  the  U.S.  Geological 
Survey  (IJSGS) — that  the  low-head  in-channel  dams  and  side-ditch  inlet- 
control  structures  will  prevent  secondary  drainage  of  wetlands  which 
otherwise  would  result  from  the  proposed  Roseau  River  flood  control 
project. 

The  potential  drainage  of  thousands  of  acres  cf  wetlands — wetlands 
desperately  needed  for  wildlife  habitat,  ground  water  recharge, 
alleviating  flooding,  etc. — was  as  you  suggest  a  major  concern  of  the 
Minnesota  Conservation  Federation.  We  certainly  welcome  this  latest 
information,  assuming  the  USGS  findings  are  correct. 

We  remain  very  much  concerned  about  what  channelization  of  the  Roseau 
River  w-il  •  .•  fisheries  value  of  the  river,  said  by  some  people 

of  authority  to  be  one  of  the  finest  warm  water  fisheries  in  the  nation. 
However,  this  concern  is  not  nearly  as  important  to  us  as  potential  wet¬ 
land  drainage. 

In  studying  this  proposed  project  over  the  past  several  years  we  have  tried 
(unsuccessfully)  to  determine  the  extent  of  its  need— exactly  how  many  land 
owners  (and  acres)  will  benefit  and  to  what  degree.  It  seems  this  informat¬ 
ion  should  be  panned  down  and  made  public  as  a  "balance"  against  inevitable 
environmental  damages  and  toe  expenditure  of  some  $18  million  in  public 
money. 

Thank  ycu  again,  and  thank  you  for  all  your  past  cooperation  in  our  efforts 
to  approach  this  proposed  project  sensubly  and  in  the  best  interest  of  the 
people  of  Minnesota. 


Sincerely*, 

A1  Farmes,  Chairman 
Natural  Resources  Conrittee 

C-45  cc:  Joe  Alexander, ENR  Coimdssioner 

Al  ‘  "HATED  WITH  THE  NATIONAL  WILOl’It  F  EDERATlON 


MILT  PELLETIER 
President 

Duluth.  Minnesota 


GORDON  MEYER 
First  Vice  Pre?  idem 
Burnsville  Mirn^soia 


LEN  HOCKERT 
Second  Vice  President 
Minneapolis.  Minnesota 


DON  GUNDERSON 
Secretary 

Minneapolis.  Minnesota 


HOMER  IUICK 
Treasurer 

Minneapolis.  Minnesota 


7  .'.arch  1  jH'" 


ir.  1  Varraes,  uislrum 
.i.itural  r.esources  Cornnittec 
tiunesota  Conservation  Federation 
790  Cleveland  Avenue  South 
St.  Paul,  '-'innosot.i 


bear  Mr.  Farr.-.es : 

Thank,  you  for  your  letter  of  )  February  1779  concerning  the  .osenu  Ivor 
flood  control  project.  Ii  a  continuing  effort  to  keep  yon  Informed  on 
uotters  relating  to  the  project,  t  n.  n  furnish  tup  you  the  following  ir,r<;r- 
ination. 

Recently  completed  studies  concerning  the  ’oseau  r,ivtr  fishery  hove  raised 
double  as  to  whether  or  not  the  adverse  impacts  on  the  fishery  caused  by  the 
low  profile  coutrol  structures  would  be  off3Ct  by  the  value  of  the  struct¬ 
ures  as  secondary  control  of  future  wetland  drain  my*  which  v.ay  he  atte-pte,J 
as  s  result  of  the  project.  As  you  know,  the  control  structures  were  sided 
to  the  project  in  September  1977  at  the  request  of  the  *  .5.  Fish  and  . Mid¬ 
life  Service  (FJ8)  to  provide  secondary  or  backup  control  to  permanent 
fixing  of  side-ditch  inlet  elevations  to  control  project-related  drainage. 

1  have  discussed  the  effect  of  the  control  structures  on  the  3tre-’->  fishcrv 
with  Mr.  Charles  liughlctt,  Acting  P.ef>lnunl  director  of  the  F1JS  and  Vr. 

Joseph  Alexander,  Commissioner,  bepartuent  of  Natural  mssources  and  nave 
requested  their  views  or.  the  matter.  It  appears  that  the  adverse  effect 
on  the  fishery  caused  by  including  the  structures  in  the  project  r-,ay  be 
an  overriding  concern. 

Ue  have  been  aware  of  concerns  repardinr  tlie  beneficiaries  of  the  project, 
fhe  environmental  Impact  Statement  currently  on  file  with  the  environmental 
Protection  Agency  discusses  tn  general  terra  the  effectiveness  of  the  pro¬ 
ject  and  its  beneficiaries  through  presentation  of  average  annual  benefits 
due  to  reduction  in  flood  losses,  liotinp  of  the  depree  of  protection 
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afforded  in  various  reaches,  and  reduction  in  flood  stages  due  to  the  pro¬ 
posed  project  construction.  In  My  letter  to  you  of  19  May  1977,  I  forv. freed 
tiic  information  I  Hud  received  from  the  managers  of  the  UatcrahcJ  'ilstriet 
concerning  the  pro Ject -related  reduction  in  flood  dmap.es  for  AS  private 
hopjfJ,  24  businesses  and  one  school  facility  in  osenu,  as  well  as  214  fans 
downs t rear.,  iht-  managers  of  the  Watershed  liiatrict  have  furnisned  ne  with 
the  list  of  benefited  property  owners.  I  at.  forwarding  a  copy  of  that  list 
to  you.  Purther,  I  am  sending  you  a  copy  of  the  ocor.oric  reanalysis  we 
have  recently  conplcted  in  preparation  for  issuing  nur  Environmental  Impact 
Statement  supplement.  fhl6  reanalysis  was  made  because  the  economic  data 
included  in  our  earlier  reports  anu  Environmental  Impact  Statement  was 
becoming  outdated.  Tne  report  of  the  rennalyais  describes  in  detail  the 
derivation  of  average  annual  benefits  by  relating  local  economic  and  land 
data  to  ureas  Inundated  by  floods  of  various  frequencies. 

1  trust  you  will  fine  thi3  information  helpful  ir.  your  evaluation  of  the 
project.  We  are  continuing  our  efforts  to  develojj  n  much  needed  flood 
control  project  for  the  Roseau  '.’iver  area  witn  a  r.tninun  of  adverse 
environmental  impacts.  dhen  It  ia  completed,  you  will  he  furnished  our 
draft  Lnvironncutal  Impact  Statement  supplement  for  comment . 

Sincerely, 


FO»Rr.ST  T.  G.'Y ,  ITT 

Colonel ,  orps  of  Engineers 
cintrict  engineer 


2  Iucl 
-.a  at  ited 
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12  March  l'1 7° 


Mr.  Joseph  M .  Alexander 
Corjoiseioner 

Minnesota  hepartnent  of  Natural  Resources 
Centennial  Office  building 
St.  Paul,  Minnesota  55155 


Hear  Comiaaioner  Alexander  • 

This  letter  is  in  response  to  your  letter  of  11  February  19  70  concemir..- 
the  Roseau  River  flood  control  project  and  further  addresses  the  matters 
wo  discussed  bv  telephone  on  1  'larch  1977. 

Your  letter  of  11  February  107°  stated  chat  protection  of  wetlands  could 
be  effected  through  a  combination  of  fixing  the  side  ditch  inlets  plus 
regulatory  control  by  the  nroject  sponsor.  I  agree  with  that  conclusion. 
However,  in  regard  to  your  recommendation  that  regulator/  control  be 
aupervlaed  by  the  Corps  of  Engineers,  our  authority  in  that  regard  is 
United.  Kb  I  agreed  with  former  Commissioner  Robert  iterbst.  our  concerns 
have  been  expressed  to  the  local  sponsor  regarding  construction  of  new 
drains  following  completion  of  the  project  and  the  adverse  innact  these 
drains  would  have  on  the  project.  A  discussion  of  thlo  has  Veen  Included 
in  my  Statement  of  Findings,  included  with  the  project  Environmental 
Impact  Statement.  This  is  the  extent  of  our  authority  within  the 
authorisation  for  the  project.  Work  in  the  river  itself  or  In  adj scent 
wetlands  would  He  subject  to  Section  404  of  the  1977  Clean  Mater  Act. 

Thi*  means  that  activities  involvin'*  the  placement  of  dredged  or  fill 
material  would  require  a  permit  fron  the  Corps  of  Engineers.  The  law 
provides  that  the  program  can  be  assumed  by  the  State,  In  which  case  the 
Section  404  permit  would  have  to  be  obtained  fron  the  State  of  Minnesota. 
In  either  case,  I  do  not  believe  that  permits  which  would  allow  for 
additional  drainage  would  be  favorably  viewed  hv  a  permit-isauinn  body. 
However,  1  recognize  that  this  law  does  not  prevent  drainage,  as  such, 
if  the  project  does  not  involve  the  placement  of  the  fill  material  In 
tha  wetlands. 

Aa  you  know,  tha  series  of  low  profile  control  structures  were  added  to 
the  project  in  September  1977  at  the  request  of  the  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife 
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Service.  Installation  of  ctiasa  control  atructuraa  was  to  aarva  aa 
backup  to  pa roan ant  fixing  of  alde~dltch  lnlat  ale vat Iona  to  provide 
control  over  future  wetland  drainage  which  nay  be  atteapted  aa  a  reault 
of  the  project.  Recently  completed  stud lea  have  reload  eoncarna  over 
obetructlou  of  fish  wovaaant  la  the  river  which  could  ha  caused  by  the 
control  atructuraa.  It  appears  that  the  usefulness  of  the  control 
structures  aa  secondary  or  backup  controls  on  drainage  would  not  offset 
the  danagao  to  the  fishery.  Thus,  it  appears  the  atructuraa  aliould  be 
eliminated. 

I  would  appreciate  you r  views  on  the  project  without  any  ln-etrean 
control  structures.  1  would  also  Ilka  your  thoughts  on  the  desirability 
of  retaining  the  cutoff  control  structures  a a  a  project  feature.  Finally , 
I  would  like  to  know  If  there  are  any  other  DOT  concerns  which  would 
delay  the  project  or  cause  you  to  oppose  it. 

Sincerely. 


FORREST  T.  GAT,  III 
Colonel,  Corps  of  Engineers 
District  Engineer 


United  States  Department  of  the  Interior 

FISH  AND  WILDLIFE  SERVICE 
Federal  Building,  Fort  Snellmg 
Twin  Cities,  Minnesota  SS 1 1 1 


APR  3  o  1979 

Colonel  Forrest  T.  Gay,  III 
District  Engineer 
U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers 
St.  Paul  District 

1135  U.S.  Post  Office  <5c  Custom  House 
St.  Paul,  Minnesota  55101 

Dear  Colonel  Gay: 

This  responds  to  your  February  23,  1979  letter  which  requested  our  views  on  whether 
low  profile  control  structures  should  remain  a  project  feature  of  the  Roseau  River 
flood  damage  reduction  project  and  whether  diversion  structures  should  be  retained 
in  the  channel  cutoffs. 

The  diversion  structures  should  be  retained;  however,  we  now  believe  that  the  low 
profile  control  structures  should  be  deleted  as  a  project  feature.  Our  rationale 
for  this  decision  follows. 

Recent  fish  sampling  data  supplied  to  us  by  your  staff  and  by  the  Minnesota  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Natural  Resources  indicates  an  exceptionally  high  quality  game  fishery 
exists  in  the  Roseau  River.  Installation  of  low  profile  control  structures  would, 
in  our  estimation,  have  adverse  fishery  implications  during  low  flow  periods.  At 
flows  less  than  500  cubic  feet  per  second  (which  occurs  84%  of  the  time),  the  Roseau 
River  will  be  converted  to  a  series  of  pools  with  only  an  inch  to  several  inches 
of  water  passing  over  the  dam  crests.  This  will  bar  fish  movement  and  may  result 
in  lowered  oxygenation  in  portions  of  the  river,  particularly  during  the  winter  months. 

While  the  fishery  impacts  of  the  low  profile  control  structures  are  predictable 
and  adverse,  the  effectiveness  of  these  structures  in  preventing  ancillary  drainage 
is  difficult  to  quantify.  The  structures  were  intended  as  an  adjunct  to  permanently 
controlled  side-ditch  inlets  in  preventing  increased  drainage.  This  partial  redundancy 
appeared  appropriate  in  our  previous  review  of  the  project  before  the  value  of 
the  Roseau  River  fishery  became  defined  to  its  present  extent.  In  the  interest  of  pro¬ 
tecting  this  fishery,  deletion  of  the  low  head  dams  is  now  recommended. 

Wetland  protection  formerly  afforded  by  these  dams  should  be  accomplished  via 
some  form  of  local  restrictions  and/or  federal  or  state  regulatory  program.  We 
understand  that  the  Corps'  404  authority  could  be  limited  to  wetlands  adjacent 
to  the  Roseau  River.  Since  ancillary  wetland  drainage  has  heretofore  been  one 
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of  the  Service's  largest  criticisms  of  this  channelization  project,  we  reoomme~>d 
in  the  absence  of  low  profile  control  structures,  that  the  Corps  assume  diser^i inn;,-. 
Section  404  jurisdiction  over  important  wetland  basins  capable  of  being  drained 
once  the  project  is  completed.  We  would  be  happy  to  assist  in  the  delineation  of 
these  areas.  Our  agreement  to  exclude  low  head  dams  from  the  Roseau  Rive^ 
project  design  is  further  predicated  on  the  establishment  of  side  ditch  inlet  controi 
structures  at  their  pre-project  invert  elevations  as  known  at  this  date  to  help  limit 
wetland  drainage  to  its  present  extent.  We  have  recently  been  informed  that  your 
agency  proposes  to  establish  these  inlet  control  structures  at  the  elevations  existing 
at  the  time  of  project  construction.  This  is  unacceptable  to  the  Service  because 
it  will  undoubtedly  encourage  considerable  inlet  deepening  prior  to  construction, 
thus  increasing  rather  than  limiting  the  wetland  drainage  capability  of  the  project. 
We  are  aware  that  you  have  elevations  for  the  existing  side  ditch  inlets  on  both 
banks  of  the  Roseau  River  through  the  project  area  and  request  that  this  data  he 
used  as  a  basis  for  establishing  permanent  invert  elevations. 

We  look  forward  to  working  with  your  staff  on  possible  in-stream  habitat  improve¬ 
ment  features  to  mitigate  the  fishery  losses  that  will  result  from  this  project  even 
without  low  profile  control  structures  and  in  the  delineation  of  significant  wetlands 
potentially  drainable  by  the  project.  We  request  that  a  eoordinative  meeting  be 
held  between  Corps,  Minnesota  Department  of  Natural  Resources,  and  Service 
representatives  in  the  near  future  to  discuss  these  matters. 

Sincerely, 


cc:  MN  DNR 
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United  States  Department  of  the  Interior 

<;k.oum;k'ai.  si’kvky 
702  Post  Office  Building 
St.  Paul,  Minnesota  55101 
April  30,  1979 


Colonel  Forrest  T.  Gay,  III 

District  Engineer,  St.  Paul  District 

U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers 

1135  U.S.  Post  Office  and  Custom  House 

St.  Paul,  Minnesota  55101 

Dear  Colonel  Gay: 

We  have  reviewed  the  Roseau  River  Flood  Control  Project  again, 
as  you  requested  last  week.  The  project  plan  now  includes 
two  major  changes  from  the  plan  described  in  the  supplementary 
data  that  we  reviewed  last  summer  (see  letter  of  November  7, 
1978).  These  changes  are  (1)  deletion  of  the  in-channel  low- 
head  dams,  but  inclusion  of  low  diversion  structures  in  the 
cutoff  channels  to  direct  low  flows  through  the  old  meander 
channels,  and  (2)  a  new  schedule  of  side-channel  structures 
at  ditch  inlets  to  the  Roseau  River. 

The  most  obvious  change,  of  course,  is  that  absence  of  low- 
head  in-channel  dams  will  allow  the  low-water  profile  to 
recede  to  elevations  near  the  thalweg,  and  construction  of 
a  channel  for  cutoff  number  8  will  effectively  drain  the 
Roseau  Lakebed. 

An  analysis  of  the  85  ditch  inlets  listed  in  the  new  schedule 
shows  that  38  of  the  ditches  will  have  closed  conduit  drop 
structures  near  the  river  banks.  An  additional  10  of  the 
ditches  will  have  open  flume  drop  structures.  Two  ditches 
will  be  plugged  and  connecting  channels  dug  to  adjacent 
ditches  upstream  from  drop  structures.  Thus,  48  structures 
will  effectively  limit  the  potential  for  side  drainage  in  50 
ditches  by  virtue  of  the  opening  size  and  invert  elevation. 

At  30  ditch  inlets  there  will  simply  be  an  open  channel  con¬ 
nection,  or,  no  work  will  be  done,  i.e.,  no  change  made  from 
existing  conditions.  At  the  5  remaining  ditches,  other  treat¬ 
ments  are  proposed  that  are  not  expected  to  change  the  poten¬ 
tial  for  side  drainage. 


ONE  HUNDRED  YEARS  OF  EARTH  SCIENCE  IN  THE  PUBLIC  SERVICE 


In  summary,  the  48  drop  structures  will  effectively  limit 
potential  for  side  drainage  to  that  for  prenroject  cordi- 
tions,  and  at  35  there  will  be  essentially  no  change  in 
potential.  The  major  effect  of  removing  the  low-head  in¬ 
channel  dams  will  be  drainage  of  Roseau  Lakebed  by  the 
unrestricted  channel  constructed  for  cutoff  number  8. 


Sincerely , 

FOR  THE  DISTRICT  CHIEF 


George  H.  Carlson 

Supervisory  Hydrologist 
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National 


M12  IfiTH  ST.,  N.W.,  WASHINGTON,  D  C.  200J6 


Wildlife  Federation 

20?— 797-6800 

May  8,  1979 


Col.  Forrest  T.  Gay,  III 
District  Engineer 
St.  Paul  District,  Army  Corps 
of  Engineers 
1135  U.S.  Post  Office  & 

Custom  House 

St.  Paul,  Minnesota  55101 


Dear  Col.  Gay: 


My  trip  to  Minnesota  on  the  Roseau  project  was  a  pleasant 
and  instructive  one,  thanks  primarily  to  you  and  your  staff. 

I  particularly  want  to  commend  Bill  Slocum,  who  proved  to  be  a 
cordial  and  informative  host  on  our  site  visit.  The  local 
sponsors  were  also  very  helpful  and,  somewhat  surprisingly 
(in  light  of  the  controversy  that  has  dogged  this  project) , 
extremely  affable. 


Now  down  to  business.  After  seeing  the  site  under  this 
year's  record  flood  conditions,  it  is  obvious  that  landowners 
within  a  relatively  broad  band  along  the  river  and  below  the 
City  of  Roseau  (which  apparently  did  not  suffer  any  measurable 
flood  damage  this  year)  are  being  adversely  affected.  However, 
the  factors  contributing  to  these  flood  conditions,  and  especially 
the  comparative  importance  of  each  factor,  do  not  seem  to  be  well 
understood.  Some  of  the  flooding  is  obviously  attributable  to 
the  1914  channel  modifications,  which  have  allowed  vegetation  to 
take  hold  on  the  carelessly  placed  spoil  banks.  An  additional, 
perhaps  even  more  significant,  cause  is  the  continuing  upstream 
drainage  of  wetlands  in  the  Sprague  Creek  and  Hay  Creek  tribu¬ 
taries.  It  would  be  interesting  to  see  a  quantification  and 
comparison  of  the  contributions  of  these  two  factors  to  flood 
stages.  As  I  understand  it,  no  such  comparison  exists. 


I  point  this  out  to  illustrate  that  the  flood  problem  here 
is,  like  most  rural  flooding  problems,  a  man-made  one.  From  the 
perspective  of  the  local  landowners,  of  course,  it  makes  little 
difference  what  caused  the  flood;  they  just  want  the  damn  water 
off  their  land.  But  from  a  conservationist's  perspective,  the 
channelization  (i.e.,  destruction)  of  45  miles  of  free-flowing 
river  to  counteract  other  hydrologic  modifications  (which  themselves 
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were  responsible  for  the  destruction  of  fish  and  wildlife 
habitat)  is  simply  compounding  the  environmental  damage,  not 
to  mention  aggravating  the  downstream  flooding  problem.  For 
that  reason  (and  because  we  continue  to  have  doubts  about  the 
national  interest  in  this  project)  the  National  Wildlife 
Federation  would  be  hard  put  to  support  channelization  over 
nonstructural  alternatives,  even  those  with  a  higher  economic 
cost. 


However,  as  we  discussed,  NWF  would  be  willing  to  withdraw 
its  opposition  to  the  project  and  agree  not  to  pursue  action  to 
delay  or  halt  the  project  provided  that  certain  conditions — the 
six  I  presented  in  your  office--are  satisfied.  To  avoid  any 
misunderstanding  regarding  these  six  recommendations,  I  thought 
it  would  be  well  to  put  them  in  writing. 

1.  Conservation  Easements 

This  would  involve,  first,  the  identification  of  all 
privately-owned  wetlands  within  the  project  area;  and,  second, 
the  execution  by  each  landowner  of  a  legal  instrument — an  ease¬ 
ment — for  each  wetland  on  his/her  property,  guaranteeing  that 
such  wetland  will  not  be  drained.  This  device  is  a  required 
measure  under  the  Soil  Conservation  Service's  Channel  Modifica¬ 
tion  Guidelines  (copy  enclosed) .  The  St.  Paul  District  used  the 
easement  approach  on  the  South  Fork  of  the  Zumbro  River  at 
Rochester,  Minnesota.  In  short,  there  should  be  no  problem 
finding  examples  for  this  approach  as  well  as  model  easements. 

Just  in  case,  I  am  enclosing  a  list  of  Corps'  projects  involving 
nonstructural  control  measures  recommended  by  the  Corps  since 
1  Jan.  1970. 

During  our  site  visit,  I  learned  that  many  of  the  wetlands 
in  the  Roseau  watershed  are  presently  publicly-owned,  and  there¬ 
fore  not  covered  by  the  easement  approach.  Even  though  publicly- 
owned  now,  these  wetlands  may  be  sold  and  drained  in  the  future. 
Thus,  we  recommend  that  the  Corps  explore  the  possibility  of 
obtaining  an  agreement  with  the  appropriate  state  agency  which 
would  require  that  any  such  sale  be  conditioned  upon  a  no-drainage 
easement . 

2 .  Existing  Ditches 

Present  project  design  calls  for  fixing  the  85  side  ditch 
inlets  at  unspecified  "pre-project”  elevations.  We  recommend 
that  those  elevations  be  set  at  1974  levels  and  that  the  structural 
modifications  needed  to  "fix"  the  ditches  at  those  elevations  be 
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done  first,  well  before  the  dragline  arrives.  Further,  the 
cost  sharing  agreements  must  specify  that  the  local  sponsors 
are  responsible  for  maintaining  the  side  ditch  inlets  at  the 
fixed  elevations.  Finally,  a  monitoring  program  should  be 
established  to  require  the  local  sponsor  to  periodically  check 
these  structures  and  report  any  violations  to  the  Corps. 

3.  New  Ditches 

The  cost  sharing  agreements  must  also  specify  that  no  new 
ditches  are  to  be  constructed  in  the  project  area  which  would 
permit  drainage  into  the  channelized  Roseau  River.  I  understand 
that  the  Watershed  District  has  the  authority  under  state  law  to 
prohibit  such  drainage. 

4.  Individual  404  Permits 

As  a  further  precaution  against  secondary  drainage,  we 
recommend  that  the  Corps,  under  its  404  jurisdiction,  require 
individual,  as  opposed  to  nationwide,  permits  for  all  drainage 
activities  in  the  watershed  involving  the  disposal  of  dredge  or 
fill  material  into  wetlands  or  other  waters  of  the  United  States. 
Perhaps  the  easiest  way  to  accomplish  this  is  by  publication  of 
a  Notice  of  Intent  in  local  newspapers  describing  the  type  of 
activities  which  will  require  404  permits  and  explicitly  waiving 
the  Corps'  right  to  regulate  these  activities  under  a  nationwide 
permit.  Cf.  33  C.F.R.  §  325.5(e). 

5.  State  Ditch  51 

As  an  alternative  to  channelizing  the  lower  6  miles  of  the 
River,  which  MDNR  considers  to  be  the  best  walleye  spawning 
habitat  in  the  project  area,  we  recommend  using  State  Ditch  51 
as  a  flood  by-pass.  We  understand  that  this  alternative  has  been 
examined  by  your  staff  and  has  been  found  technically  and  hydro- 
logically  feasible.  What  is  needed  now  is  a  detailed  comparison 
of  the  costs  and  benefits — environmental  as  well  as  economic— of 
the  proposed  6  miles  of  channelization  and  the  State  Ditch  51 
alternative.  Included  in  this  analysis  will  be  the  incremental 
impacts,  if  any,  on  Canadian  interests  downstream.  However, 
in  light  of  the  overall  environmental  damage  attributable  to 
this  project,  the  Ditch  51  alternative  should  not  be  rejected  on 
the  ground  that  it  is  not  "cost-effective"  in  comparison  to 
channelization.  Assuming  the  analysir  shows  that  the  Ditch  is 
more  costly,  we  would  nevertheless  expect  it  to  be  adopted  unless 
those  costs  were  grossly  out  of  proportion  to  the  costs  of 
channelization . 
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To  avoid  any  increase  in  the  loca]  sponsors’  cost  sharing 
obligation,  we  rece::.mend  that  the  Ditch  51  alternative  be 
treated  as  a  mitigation  measure  for  the  fishery  (thereby  avoiding 
the  problem  of  "mitigating"  the  secondary  drainage  problem, 
which  adoption  of  the  other  recommended  measures  is  designed  to 
prevent).  As  a  fishery  mitigation  measure,  the  cost  differential 
between  the  Ditch  and  the  channelization  would  become  a  non¬ 
reimbursable  federal  cost,  thus  eliminating  any  objections  by 
the  local  sponsors. 

I  will  reserve  comment  regarding  the  incremental  impacts  on 
the  downstream  Canadian  interests  until  we  see  exactly  what 
additional  impacts,  if  any,  are  attributable  to  the  Ditch  51 
alternative.  Even  if  some  incremental  damage  is  involved,  how¬ 
ever,  I  do  not  believe  that  whatever  time  may  be  required  to  obtain 
the  agreement  of  the  Province  of  Manitoba  and  the  concurrence  of 
the  International  Joint  Commission  is  an  adequate  reason  for 
rejecting  this  alternative.  The  negotiations  regarding  flood 
deunage  from  the  proposed  channelization  are  still  underway; 
whatever  additional  damage  is  attributable  to  the  Ditch  51 
alternative  can  simply  be  factored  into  those  negotiations. 

6 .  Elevated  Floodway 

We  recommend  construction  of  an  elevated  floodway  through 
Big  Swamp  as  an  alternative  to  channelization  in  that  ecologically 
sensitive  area.  Again,  your  staff  has  concluded  that  the  flood¬ 
way  is  technically  and  hydrologically  feasible (there  are  existing 
structures  of  this  type  elsewhere  in  the  St.  Taul  District,  I  am 
told) .  There  is  no  problem  with  local  sponsors  because  the  Swamp 
is  publicly  owned  and  no  acquisition  of  private  property  is 
required.  The  only  question  is  what  incremental  effect  it  might 
have  on  the  Canadian  flooding  problem.  That  piece  of  information 
should  not  be  difficult  to  obtain. 

Restricting  the  elevated  floodway  to  the  Big  Swamp  represents 
a  compromise  to  two  environmentally  preferable  alternatives, 
namely,  an  elevated  floodway  throughout  the  entire  45  miles  of 
river,  and  stopping  channel  work  at  the  edge  of  the  Swamp  (and 
paying  damages  to  landowners  in  the  Two  River  watershed  instead 
of  to  Canadian  landowners) .  Further  compromise  on  this  point  is 
doubtful. 


Some  of  the  foregoing  recommendations  should  be  relatively 
easy  to  reach  agreement  on;  others  will  take  some  time  and  study. 
Although  we  are  anxious,  as  I  know  you  are,  to  resolve  this  problem 
as  quickly  as  possible,  it  may  not  be  physically  possible  to  obtain 
all  the  information  and  iron  out  all  the  details  before  your 
scheduled  departure.  Perhaps  we  should  shoot  for  an  "agreement  in 
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principle"  on  the  points  set  forth  in  this  letter  by  June,  and 
leave  the  details  to  your  successor,  Col.  Badger.  If  you  feel 
there  are  major  obstacles  to  accomplishing  any  of  these  recom¬ 
mendations  we  should  definitely  discuss  them  further  as  soon  as 
possible. 

I  look  forward  to  working  together  towards  a  solution  to 
the  fish  and  wildlife  problems  involved  in  the  Roseau  project. 

I  am  convinced  that,  with  your  continued  cooperation  and  with 
the  technical  support  of  your  staff,  we  can  get  there. 


Sincerely, 

t  Cva^/A/ 

Patrick  A.  Parenteau 
Counsel 


Enclosures  J<(‘t 

ccs  Charles  Griffith,  NWF  Reg.  Exec. 

Gordon  Meyer,  Pres.,  Minnesota  Conservation  Federation 
Jim  Ross,  Ed.,  Minnesota  Conservation  Federation 
Joseph  Alexander,  Commissioner,  Minnesota  Department  of 
Natural  Resources 
David  Zentner,  Izaak  Walton  League 

Ronald  Mustard,  U.S.  Environmental  Protection  Agency, 
Reg.  V 

Harvey  Nelson,  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service,  North 
Central  Reg. 

Howard  Degerness,  Pres.,  Roseau  Watershed  District 
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Colonel ,  Corps  of  Engineers 

District  Engineer,  St.  Paul 

1135  U.  S.  Post  Office  &  Custom  House 

St.  Paul,  Minnesota  55101 

Dear  Colonel  Gay: 

The  following  comments  are  furnished  in  response  to  your 
letter  of  March  12,  1979  concerning  the  Roseau  River  flood 

control  project. 

The  Department  of  Natural  Resources  responsibilities  require 
that  we  provide  for  the  wise  use  and  development  of  our 
natural  resources  with  careful  consider  ation  of  minimizing 
adverse  effects  on  the  land  and  water  resources  of  the  state. 

In  recognition  of  the  local  flooding  problems,  the  Department 
of  Natural  Resources  wishes  to  work  with  the  U.S.C.E.  and 
local  people  in  developing  a  project  which  will  minimize 
the  flooding  of  lands  along  the  Roseau  River  without  causing 
major  problems  with  the  natural  resources  of  the  ,:rea.  One 
of  the  major  areas  of  concern,  as  the  Department  has  previously 
noted,  is  the  protection  of  fish  and  wildlife  resources  and 
habitat  in  the  area  while  still  providing  protection  from 
flooding;  and  we  have  in  the  past  advocated  the  accomplishment 
of  these  objectives  with  multi-purpose  impoundments  on  the 
watershed . 

If  the  various  mitigation  measures  discussed  herein  are  provided 
throughout  the  project  area,  the  Department  of  Natural  Resources 
should  have  no  major  problems  with  the  project  in  respect  to 
fish  and  wildlife  values.  Concerns  over  values  or  issues  ir 
addition  to  fish  and  wildlife  aspects  will  be  addressed  in  the 
E . I .S  . 

The  potential  for  secondary  drainage  will  be  minimized  if 
(1)  all  of  the  side  ditch  inlet  control  structures  are  placed 
at  their  previously  established  inlet  elevations,  (2)  state 
and  federal  permits  clearly  state  that  no  new  inlets  into  the 
river  will  be  allowed  without  appropriate  review,  and  (3)  the 
Corps  assumes  discretionary  404  jurisdiction  over  important 
wetland  basins  capable  of  being  drained  if  the  project  is 
implemented . 

Having  addressed  the  problem  of  induced  drainage,  our  remaining 
concern  is  the  mitigation  of  adverse  impacts  to  the  Roseau  River 
fishery  and  adjacent  wildlife  resources  resulting  from  the 
proposed  project.  The  elimination  of  the  low  head  dams  in  the 
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main  stream  will  help  maintain  fish  migration  without  diminishing 
the  capacity  of  the  stream  to  carry  away  flood  water.  The 
utilization  of  cutoff  control  structures  would  further  mitigate 
anticipated  damage  to  fish  and  wildlife  resources.  Mitigation 
in  this  project  area  is  absolutely  necessary  because  the 
Roseau  River  is  the  major  warm  water  stream  and  fishery 
resource  in  this  area  of  the  state.  It  also  has  substantial 
wildlife  resources  that  could  be  adversely  affected  by  the 
U.S.C.E.  project.  Recommended  mit-igative  features  will  be 
addressed  in  the  state's  E.I.S.  on  the  Roseau  River  Flood 
Control  Project.  In  addition  to  one  bank  excavation,  revegetation 
of  channel  slopes,  etc.  and  the  previously  mentioned  side 
ditch  inlet  plugs,  the  following  features  need  to  be  -i  neornnrated 
into  the  Corps  project: 

1.  A  dike  utilizing  excavated  spoil  should  be  placed  on 
mineral  soils  to  a  height  of  eight  feet  on  the  north 
side  of  the  channel  through  Roseau  Lake  and  similarly 

on  the  south  side  of  the  channel  in  Big  Swamp  immediately 
west  of  Badger  Creek  to  facilitate  development  of  future 
waterfowl  impoundments. 

2.  Appropriate  measures  will  be  needed  at  upstream  ends  of 
natural  channel  loops  in  old  cutoffs  (oxbows)  to  prevent 
sedimentation  in  the  old  oxbows  during  construction 
phases  of  the  project,  until  channel  banks  and  slopes 
are  stabilized. 

3.  Rip-rapping  will  be  necessary  on  the  outside  of  all 
meanders  that  will  be  subject  to  erosion. 

4.  Care  should  be  taken  to  preserve  existing  wetlands  or 
potholes  within  the  project  area  and  where  wetlands  are 
eliminated  or  degraded  as  a  result  of  channelization, 
they  must  be  replaced  or  restored  within  the  area. 

5.  An  easement  should  be  obtained  and  a  public  access  to 
the  river  should  be  developed  in  the  vicinity  of  County 
Road  7  (T.  163,  164;  R.  44-45;  S.  1,  6,  31,  36). 

6.  Replacement  in  acreage  of  wildlife  management  area  lands 
lost  to  channelization  either  in  kind  or  with  wildlife 
lands  of  equal  or  greater  value.  This  must  be  coordinated 
through  the  watershed  district. 

7.  New  channel  cutoffs  should  serve  to  conduct  high  flows, 

’  but  existing  meanders  should  be  retained  for  passing 

normal  and  low  flows.  Diversion  structures  would  be 
necessary  on  new  cutoffs  nos.  1 , 3 , 5 , 6 , 7 , 8 , 9 , 10A  and  10B. 

These  diversion  structures  or  at  least  the  surfaces  that 
may  be  subject  to  erosion  must  be  rip-rapped;  large 
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rubble  and  boulders  placed  in  the  channel  at  these  points 
should  provide  some  cover  for  various  fish  species. 

Detailed  design  of  the  structures  should  receive  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Natural  Resources  review. 

8.  Permanent  plugs  with  drawdown  capabilities  should  be 
placed  on  the  downstream  end  of  old  cutoffs  (oxbows) 

2  through  7  to  improve  waterfowl  habitat.  The  plug 
on  oxbow  #7  should  be  placed  approximately  225  yards 
north  of  the  outlet  to  maintain  existing  waterfowl 
habitat  and  northern  pike  spawning  habitat. 

9.  Various  kinds  of  instream  structures  may  be  needed  in 
the  channels  after  construction  in  order  to  mitigate 
fish  habitat  losses.  The  structures  may  consist  of 
artificial  gravel  and  rubble  riffles  as  well  as  polls 
and  other  types  of  cover  that  would  be  maintained  by 
properly  designed  current  deflectors  and  rip-rapping. 
Installation  of  these  structures  in  a  low  flow  channel 
during  the  main  construction  phases  of  the  project  would 
make  most  of  them  ineffective  due  to  erosion,  siltation 
and  sedimentation  while  the  channel  stabilizes.  Prior 

to  project  implementation  it  will  be  necessary  to  dedicate 
construction  funds  for  establishing  these  structures 
after  the  river  has  stabilized.  Design  and  placement 
of  these  structures  must  be  coordinated  with  Department 
of  Natural  Resources  Fisheries  personnel . 

In  addition  to  the  foregoing,  there  are  two  modifications  of  the 
proposed  project  that  need  to  be  considered  as  means  of  avoiding 
severe  fish  habitat  destruction  in  a  substantial  sector  of  the 
river.  These  are  an  elevated  floodway  through  Big  Swamp  and 
the  use  of  State  Ditch  No.  51  as  a  high-flow  by-pass.  These 
features  should  be  capable  of  handling  runoff  from  the  10 
year  event.  The  floodway  would  begin  at  the  east  line  of 
section  30,  T.  163N.,  R.  42W,  downstream  to  State  Ditch  No. 

51  at  NWj  of  S.  17,  T.  163,  R.  44W.  The  elevated  tloodway 
would  be  located  adjacent  to  the  existing  river  channel  and 
3  feet  above  the  river  thalweg.  In  addition  to  the  floodwav 
in  Big  Swamp,  the  use  of  State  Ditch  No.  51  as  a  high  flow 
by-pass  to  the  existing  channel  may  be  desirable  to  help  maintain 
one  of  the  best  areas  of  natural  fisheries  habitat  in  the 
Roseau  River  project  area.  This  feature  should  allow  discharges 
up  to  approximately  1000  cfs  to  flow  through  the  existing  6.6 
miles  of  natural  channel  between  the  upstream  and  downstream 
ends  of  State  Ditch  No.  51.  Utilization  of  State  Ditch  No. 

51  would  eliminate  the  need  for  new  cutoffs  1  and  3. 
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It  should  be  noted  that  the  Department  of  Natural  Resources 
is  working  with  local  governments  who  have  authority  to 
establish  local  ordinances  for  floodplain  management  to 
assure  that  there  is  compliance  with  the  Minnesota  Floodplain 
Management  Act,  Minnesota  Statutes,  Chapter  104,  and  related 
rules.  The  willingness  of  the  local  governments  to  cooperate 
in  this  effort  will  determine  the  final  disposition  of  the 
project  with  respect  to  Department  of  Natural  Resources 
permitting  and  controls. 


Yours  truly, 


cc:  Larry  Seymour 

Chuck  Burrows 
Merlyn  Wesloh 
Oliver  Jarvenpa 
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Mr.  Patrick  A.  Farentoau,  Con  iscI 
National  .'ilJIife  Federation 
1412  -  16th  Street  N.V.'. 
Washington,  D.C.  20036 


Dear  Mr.  Parcnteau: 

First  of  all,  let  tie  thank  you  for  accepting  ray  offer  of  a  comprehensive 
briefing  on  the  Roseau  River  flood  control  project  and  an  on-aite  tour 
with  tlie  project  sponsor.  Your  willingness  to  take  tne  time  to  do  this 
is  an  indication  that  dedicated  people  with  honest  differences  of  opinion 
can  work  together  toward  mutually  acceptable  solutions. 

Now  let  me  respoud  to  your  3  May  letter.  There  are  a  number  of  significant 
issues  related  to  reconnuenuatious  y.»u  have  rnaae,  and  my  discussions  on  these 
are  contained  in  the  folk  dn;:  paragraphs,  numbered  to  coincide  with  your 
paragraph  numbers. 

1.  Execution  of  tho  connorvatiun  easements  for  all  privately  owned 
wetlands  could  be  a  difficult  matter.  The  acquisition  of  these  easements 
will,  no  doubt,  require  payments  since  the  owner  vd.ll  lone  most  economic 
benefit  he  may  have  in  the  land.  Hie  maintenance  and  enforcement  of  the 
easement  rights  might  involve  future  costs.  Since  the  authorization  for 
tills  project  requires  that  the  local  sponsor  provide  necessary  lands,  ease¬ 
ments,  and  rights-of-way  and  maintain  the  completed  project,  we  cannot  im¬ 
plement  the  easement  action  at  Federal  expense.  In  earlier  studies  for  this 
project,  we  have  identified  approximately  1,180  acres  of  land  in  private 
ownership  which  may  drain  without  further  ditch  construction.  All  other 
lands  which  might  be  drained  to  the  river  would  require  legal  action  or 
construction,  either  of  wnien  should  carry  the  requirement  for  necessary  miti¬ 
gation.  We  will  strongly  urge  the.  local  sponsor  to  acquire  conservation 
easements  on  1,130  acres  of  privately  owiied  wetlands  in  the  project  area.  We 
have  approached  the  managers  of  the  Watershed  District  on  this  matter  and  they 
have  Indicated  willingness  to  consider  the  e. is omenta. 

2,  We  have  tho  elevations  for  the  65  side  ditc.i  inlets  In  Che  project 
reach  based  on  topographic  surveys  taken  in  l‘h'7  and  1974.  We  will  fix  the 
inlet  invert  elevations  using  this  information.  Hie  local  sponsor  is  re¬ 
quired  to  operate  and  maintain  the  project  in  conformance  with  the  design  cri¬ 
teria.  We  will  furnish  tho  Roseau  River  Watershed  District  an  operations  and 
maintenance  manual  when  the  project  is  completed.  This  manual  will  contain  the 
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specifications  that  the  inlet  elevations,  an  conn  true  let!,  must  !-e  rviintaino-J 
by  the  sponsor.  The  Corps  annually  inspects  each  project  to  asscre  that 
operation  and  maintenance  arc  in  can  romance  wic.>  ta  -  re<|uiro;-ie;its  of  the 

manual. 

J.  because  of  the  problems  to  the  function!  dc-cs:L;j;  of  Live  project  wtiicu 
could  be  caused  by  additional  future  drainage,  we  will  include  in  tec  opera¬ 
tion  and  maintenance  manual  a  requirement  that  all  future  construction  of 
new  ditches  tltat  outlet  into  the  project  channel  uu.se  nave  the  approval  of 
this  office.  This  will  provide  the  opportunity  for  control  on  future  ditch 
construction. 

4.  Discretionary  autuority  to  require  individual  4H4  permits  can  be 
exercised  if  warranted  by  concerns  for. the  aquatic  environment.  This  is 
determined  by  applying  the  EPA  Guidelines  (40  CFR  23  '<)  to  t  ie  area  and 
activities  in  question.  I  have  directed  my  staff  to  prepare  such  an  analy¬ 
sis  and  will  exercise  discretionary  jurisdiction,  if  warranted,  hork  for 
this  analysis  is  currently  under  way.  As  you  know,  future  District  Engineers 
would  not  necessarily  be  bound  by  suen  a  decision. 

Refore  going  into  specific  discussions  of  the  State  Ditch  51  alignment  and  the 
elevated  floodway,  I  would  like  to  emphasize  our  efforts  to  mitigate  adverse 
impacts  on  the  fishery  in  the  entire  project  reach.  While  concerns  have  been 
raised  by  the  Minnesota  D/IP.  for  the  lower  project  reach,  concerns  have  been 
raised  by  local  interests  to  protect  tic  fishery  in  the  u;.per  reach  and  specifi¬ 
cally  in  the  Roseau  Lakebed  area,  A  boat  launching  rarap  maintained  by  a  local 
sportsman's  group  is  located  approximately  6  miles  from  Roseau  near  the  lake- 
bed.  Following  development  of  fishery  mitigation  measures  for  the  entire  pro¬ 
ject,  it  may  be  more  practicable  to  mitigate  fishery  losses  with  measures  in¬ 
corporated  into  the  proposed  project  rather  then  alter  the  project  as  you  have 
suggested.  The  fishery  mitigation  would  include  one  bank  excavation,  diversion 
structures  in  new  cutoffs  to  maintain  low  and  normal  flows  in  the  natural  chan¬ 
nels  at  theae  cutoffs,  riffles  constructed  by  deposition  of  gravel  and  boulders 
in  the  modified  channel,  structures  for  maintenance  of  pools  during  low  flow 
perloda  which  do  not  obstruct  migration  of  game  fish,  and  other  measures  which 
may  ba  identified  during  preparation  of  the  State  EIS  and  supplement  to  the 
Federal  EIS.  The  total  coat  of  the  proposed  mitigation  measures  is  approximately 
$3.4  million  or  about  17  percent  of  the  total  project  cost.  My  comments  on  the 
proposal,  related  to  your  paragraph  numbers,  are  as  follows. 

5.  Under  the  authorization  for  the  project,  the  local  sponsor  is  required 
to  furnish  lands  and  righta-of-way  and  alter  highway  bridges  required  for  the 
project  channel*  Calling  the  Ditch  51  cutoff  a  raitigution  feature  would  not 
altar  this  requirement.  The  increased  costs  for  rights-of-way  and  bridge  reloca¬ 
tions  oust  ba  borns  by  the  local  sponsor.  Preliminary  coat  estimates  show 

that  tha  Ditch  51  alignment  would  be  approximately  double  the  proposed  align¬ 
ment  in  this  roach.  Coat  breakdowns  are  as  follows t 


r 
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Project  alignment 

Federal  coat 
Mon-FeUernI  Cost 
Total  Cost 


$1.43  million 
*35  million 
$1.48  million 


Ditch  51  alignment 

Federal  Coat 
lion-Federal  Cost 
Total 


$2.52  million 
.62  million 
$3.14  million 


Even  though  the  estimates  are  preliminary*  you  can  see  that  the  Ditch  51  align¬ 
ment  cost  would  be  considerably  more  than  that  of  the  project  alignment.  Roseau 
area  residents  tell  us  there  is  little  use  of  tue  river  for  fisliin;;  by  local 
residents .  Further,  local  residents  tell  us  that  tiie  fish  stock  is  frequently 
reduced  by  water  freeze-outs  and  summer  droughts.  The  only  quantitative  data 
we  have  found  of  Roseau  area  fishery  use  was  from  a  survey  of  public  use  of  the 
Roseau  River  Wildlife  Management  Area  conducted  in  1^69.  The  results  of  this 
study  Included  an  estimate  for  the  year  of  7, Oh)  user  days  by  fishermen.  The  . 
Minnesota  Department  of  natural  Resources  has  been  unable  to  furnish  us  with 
any  user-day  data  by  fishermen. 


6.  As  promised  at  our  meeting*  I  an  furnishing  you  the  flow  increases 
into  Canada  caused  by  construction  of  a  floodway  in  Big  Swamp. 

ROSEAU  RIVER  DISCHARGES  AT  CANADIAN  BORDER 


Frequency 

(Percent) 

Frequency 

(Yeers) 

Discharge 
Existing 
Conditions 
No  Project 
(cfs)  _ 

Disc!iar,,a 
Witli  Roseau 
River  Flood 
Control 
Project 
(cfs) 

Increased 

Discharge 

In  Canada 
Caused 

By  Project 
(cfo)  _ 

Increase  to 
Discharge 
Added  by 
Floodway 
(cfs) 

Increased 
Discharge 
In  Canada 
Caused 

By  Project 
With 
Floodway 
(cfe) 

10 

10 

2,700 

3,230 

550 

0 

550 

5 

20 

3,250 

3,800 

550 

200 

750 

2 

50 

4,020 

4,350 

530 

230 

760 

1 

100 

4,700 

5,1'JO 

400 

200 

600 

Study  and  negotiations  with  Canadian  interests  would  be  necessary  to  determine 
final  flow  increases  and  increased  costs  for  payment  of  project  related  damages 
in  Manitoba.  In  addition,  this  feature  would  raise  construction  and  maintenance 
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costs  in  the  Big  Swamp  reach  because  oC  the  additional  wiut  •  of  cimnnol  and 

extra  handling  of  the  excavated  material. 

While  we  shall  withhold  a  final  decision  on  these  last  two  features  until 
the  EIS  supplement  is  completed,  it  appears  that  the  high  added  cost  of 
their  implementation  would  place  a  disproportionately  great  value  on  a 
fishery  resource  that  has  little  use. 

Thank  you,  again,  for  your  efforts  and  tine  in  reviewing  tie  project  area  and 
discussing  project  related  concerns.  We  would  appreciate  an  early  response 
giving  ua  your  views  on  our  handling  of  your  proposals  for  t-is  project. 

Sincerely, 


FORR..ST  T.  GAi ,  III 
Colonel,  Corps  of  Engineers 
District  Engineer 
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Dear  Colonel  Gay: 

Thanks  for  yours  of  6  June.  I  know  your  time  is 
running  out,  so  I  will  rush  this  reply  to  your  response  to 
my  8  May  letter.  Sticking  with  the  established  format,  here 
are  my  thoughts  on  the  six  issues  we  are  discussing. 

1.  Conservation  easements.  You  have  used  the  figure 
1180  acres  as  the  amount  of  wetlands  "at  risk"  from  the 
project.  I  will  need  to  verify  that  with  FWS  and  EPA. 

Assuming  that  is  the  correct  amount,  I  cannot  believe  acquisi¬ 
tion  of  easements  can  be  that  difficult  or  costly.  Presumably 
the  local  sponsor  has  the  authority  or  power  of  persuasion 
over  these  lands  since  they  are  owned  by  project  beneficiaries. 
I  don’t  understand  why  the  sponsor  would  have  to  pay  for  lands 
owned  by  its  constituents,  but  assuming  that  is  the  case, 

the  cost  should  be  modest  since  their  market  value  cannot  be 
very  great.  In  any  event  the  easement  approach  is  the  only 
certain  legal  mechanism  for  protecting  these  threatened 
wetlands,  and  we  simply  cannot  give  it  up. 

2.  Side  ditch  inlets.  Your  proposal  to  use  1967  and 
1974  topographic  surveys  to  fix  the  inlets  sounds  acceptable, 
as  does  the  operation  and  maintenance  arrangement. 

3.  New  ditches.  Why  does  the  Corps  wish  to  reserve 
the  opportunity  to  approve  or  disapprove  new  ditches?  Why  not 
simply  prohibit  new  ditches  (defined  as  those  constructed 
post-project  for  the  purpose  of  wetlands  drainage)?  We  seem 
to  be  very  close  on  this  one. 

4.  404  permits.  We  would  accept  your  determination 
(assuming  your  staff  analysis  will  support  it)  that  individual 
permits  should  be  required  for  activities  in  wetlands  with  the 
caveat  that  it  may  not  bind  a  future  D.E. 
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5.  Ditch  51.  We  do  not  agree  that  the  user-day  method 
is  the  proper  basis  upon  which  to  evaluate  the  additional  cost 
associated  with  the  Ditch  51  alignment.  The  values  we  seek  to 
protect  are  biological  productivity,  natural  diversity, 
aesthetics  and  unique  recreational  experiences.  These  are  not 
easily  quantified  in  dollars,  and  they  certainly  cannot  be 
measured  in  terms  of  existing  fishing  pressure.  If  they  are  to 
be  "monetized,"  it  must  be  done  on  the  basis  of  what  it  would 
cost  to  replace  the  resource,  not  some  particular  use  of  the 
resource. 

If  there  is  a  serious  question  regarding  the  biological 
importance  of  the  fishery,  let's  get  the  views  of  the  experts — 
MDNR  and  FWS.  But  we  cannot  write  it  off  yet.  I  would  also 
like  your  District  Counsel's  legal  opinion  regarding  the  question 
whether  Ditch  51  can  be  considered  a  non-reimbursable  mitigation 
cost  under  the  Coordination  Act. 

6.  Elevated  Floodway.  The  same  thing  goes  for  this 
feature:  the  value  of  the  Big  Swamp  area  cannot  be  measured  in 
dollars  computed  on  the  basis  of  user-days.  When  we  have  cost 
figures  on  this  feature  we  will  be  in  a  better  position  to 
evaluate  its  reasonableness  as  a  mitigation  measure. 

Reviewing  the  bidding,  it  looks  as  if  we  are  in  agreement 
on  no.  2,  very  close  on  nos.  3. and  4,  a  good  ways  apart  on 
nos.  5  and  6,  and  in  limbo  on  no.  1.  You  have  also  suggested, 
in  the  nature  of  a  substitute  for  nos.  5  and  6,  that  there  are 
some  additional  upstream  fishery  mitigation  measures  which  might 
be  incorporated  into  the  project.  Without  passing  judgment  on 
this  approach  at  this  time,  I  would  be  interested  in  learning  more 
about  those  features  and  in  knowing  the  views  of  MDNR  r  FWS  and 
EPA  regarding  them.  The  question  is  whether  upstream  mitigation 
can  offset  downstream  destruction  in  terms  of  habitat  affected. 


I  look  forward  to  our  next  exchange  and  will  keep  working 
towards  resolution  of  our  remaining  problems.  Thanks  again  for 
the  amount  of  personal  effort  invested  in  this  case. 

Sincerely, 


Patrick  A.  Parenteau 
Counsel 


PAP:ks 

cc’s  on  page  3 
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cc: 


Charles  Griffith,  NWF  Reg.  Exec. 

Gordon  Meyer,  Pres.,  Minnesota  Conservation  Federation 
Jim  Ross,  Ed.,  Minnesota  Conservation  Federation 
Joseph  Alexander,  Commissioner ,  Minnesota  Department 
of  Natural  Resources 
David  Zentner,  Izaak  Walton  League 

Ronald  Mustard,  U.S.  Environmental  Protection  Agency, 
Reg.  V 

Harvey  Nelson,  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service,  North 
Central  Reg . 

Howard  Degerness,  Pres.,  Roseau  Watershed  District 


l 
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NCSED-0 


26  June  1979 


Mr.  Patrick  A.  Parentaau 


National  Wildlife  Federation 
UU  -  16th  Street  NV 
Washington,  D.C.  20036 


Dear  Nr.  Fatwtaaai 

Wa  ara  responding  to  your  lot tar  of  1A  Juea  1979  to  Colonel  Format  T. 
Gay,  1X1,  concerning  the  Reason  U«ar  flood  control  project.  Colonel 
Gay's  loot  day  with  the  St.  Paul  District  was  6  Juna  1979.  and  Colonel 
Vlllion  V.  Badger  hoe  now  eeaiMed  the  duties  ae  District  Engineer. 

At  present,  our  efforts  on  the  Roseau  Blear  project  are  concentrated 
on  foontlnoMm  the  project  requirements  and  concerna  of  the  Minnesota 
De par meat  of  Natural  Resources  (MDNR)  and  the  U.S.  Pish  and  Wildlife 
Service  with  the  loeeeu  -River  Watershed  District,  local  project  sponsor, 
the  MDNR  hoe  transmitted  to  this  office  a  list  of  concerna  and  require¬ 
ments  for  the  project.  A  copy  of  their  letter  is  inclosed.  We  are  cur¬ 
rently  working  with  the  Watershed  District  nanagers  and  MDNR  personnel 
on  issues  discussed  in  the  letter.  Once  the  issues  raised  by  the  DNR 
have  bean  resolved,  the  nanagers  and  this  office  will  be  able  to  address 
the  mnalaing  loowss  raised  in  year  letter. 

Wa  will  be  in  contact  with  yon  when  further  lnfomatlon  is  available. 

Sincerely, 


BOGS!  G.  FAST 

Chief,  Ingi nee  ting  Division 


Cf: 

Mr.  Seward  Degeroase 
Chairman,  Bd.  of  Mgrs. 
Roseau  R.  Watershed  Dlatr. 
Roseau,  MB  36571 


1  Xael 

As  stated 
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v 


Nr.  Joseph  U.  Alexander 
Canal salonsr 

Minnesota  Department  of  Natural  Has our css 
Centennial  Office  Building 
St.  Paul,  Minnesota  55155 


Dear  C  tries  toner  Alexander! 

Frost  our  recent  discussion,  it  new  appears  that  we  are  in  agreement  on 
ell  natters  relating  to  the  Roseau  River  flood  control  project.  This 
letter  provides  a  suoeary  of  o  discussions  and  establishes  the  basis 
for  completion  of  the  technical  planning  required  for  the  project.  I 
will  present  the  points  of  discussion  In  approximately  the  sans  Sequence 
ae  they  were  covered  In  your  letter  of  29  Hay  1979  to  Colonel  Gay. 

First,  to  address  the  natter  of  secondary  drainage,  ell  side  ditch  In¬ 
lets  Into  the  project  channel  will  have  Inverts  fixed  at  elevations 
baaed  on  topographic  surveys  taken  In  1967  and  1974.  Further,  discre¬ 
tionary  authority  to  require  individual  404  permits  can  ha  exercised  if 
warranted  by  concerns  for  ths  aquatic  environment.  This  la  determined 
by  applying  the  CPA  Guidelines  (40  CFR  230)  to  the  area  and  activities 
la  question.  Colons*  Gey  directed  the  General  Regulatory  staff  of  this 
District  to  propers  an  analysis  on  this  point  and  wa  will  axsrcise  dis¬ 
cretionary  jurisdiction,  if  warranted.  Work  for  this  analysis  is  cur¬ 
rently  under  way.  As  you  know,  future  Dlsttlet  Engineer*  would  net  nec¬ 
essarily  be  bound  by  such  a  decision. 

Hollowing  are  discussions  of  the  emass rated  features  described  la  your 
29  May  1979  lettnri 

1.  The  project  design  Includes  the  placing  of  nets rial  from  the 
channel  excavation  into  laveee  on  the  north  side  of  the  project  channel 
through  the  Roseau  Lake  bed  end  la  n  ranch  at  the  outlet  ef  Badger  Creek. 
This  one  coordinated  with  your  Department  during  our  original  design  and 
ranalas  pert  of  the  project. 
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2.  Measures  will  be  tsken  st  the  upstream  ends  of  the  natural 
channels  at  old  cutoffs  to  prevent  sedimentation  in  these  channels. 

This  has  been  discussed  by  members  of  our  staff  alon?  with  personnel 
from  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service.  Continued  coordinated  planning 
is  necessary  to  complete  the  design  of  these  measures. 

3.  Erosion  protection  will  be  installed  at  all  locations  where 
hydraulic  and  soil  considerations  make  it  necessary.  Coordination  on 
this  matter  will  be  maintained  by  our  snglneerlng  staff. 

4.  From  earlier  coordination  with  your  Department,  we  presume 
that  concern  for  elimination  or  degradation  of  potholes  and  wetlands 
In  the  project  area  Is  based  on  a  change  in  groundwater  conditions 
because  of  project  construction.  The  report  of  the  International 
Roseau  River  Engineering  Board  to  the  International  Joint  Commission 
describes  In  some  detail  the  groundwater  and  soil  conditions  in  the 
project  area.  Upon  review  of  this  information  we  can  find  no  reason 
to  be  concerned  over  lowering  of  the  groundwater  because  of  the  proj¬ 
ect.  The  Big  Swamp  and  Roseau  Lake  bed  are  areas  of  groundwater  dis¬ 
charge  from  recherge  ereas  In  the  United  States  and  Canada.  Soil  con¬ 
ditions  In  the  projact  araa  will  prsdude  tha  possibility  of  signifi¬ 
cant  changas  In  groundwater  lavs Is  which  would  csuse  elimination  or 
degradation  of  potholes  and  wetlands. 

3.  The  matter  of  public  access  to  the  Roseau  River  at  the  loca¬ 
tion  described  In  your  letter  hes  been  discussed  with  your  staff  and 
the  managers  of  tha  Roseau  River  Watershed  District.  There  apparently 
is  an  axis ting  public  access  at  or  near  this  point.  There  appears  to 
be  no  problem  in  resolution  of  this  Item. 

6.  The  managers  of  tha  Veters had  District  are  working  with  your 
staff  In  identifying  State-owned  lends  which  may  have  to  be  replaced 
as  a  result  of  projact  construction.  This  matter  requires  further  co¬ 
ordination  between  your  Department,  the  Watershed  District  Managers, 
end  Boeaau  County  for  resolution. 

7.  The  project  design  hes  been  altered  to  permit  low  and  normal 
fleers  to  peas  through  die  natural  channels  at  ths  new  cutoffs.  Tha 
new  cutoffs  will  pees  only  high  flows.  Design  of  ths  diversion  struc¬ 
tures  in  tha  cutoffs  will  preclude  their  loes  because  of  erosion.  The 
design  of  these  features  will  be  furnished  to  your  staff  for  review. 

f.  The  permanent  plugs  st  ths  old  cutoffs  msntloned  in  your  letter 
can  be  installed  aa  requested.  Coordination  of  design  for  thase  plugs 
will  be  tha  subject  of  future  nestings  by  our  joint  staffs  end  the  Fish 
and  Wildlife  Service. 
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a  meet  in 

17  July  :  •  •'  • 
channel  h  t” 
posed  and  1 - 
altered  deal*  n  <:■  ••■ 
posed  cha:  i  f  ii.'  1  . 

bottom  pro  f 
feet  lr»  <J. 

In  the  Hi.'  ■>  sr 
totaling  «• 
downetrean  si 
lover  6-mile  oi 
Bis  Swamp  .  ■»  1  < 

river  follovl • 
tha  •  leva  ted  c.ii.v  .  •  ’ 

be  coordinate  v:-. 
cample t ion  of  sr\  •* 
coordinate i  */::/■ 

We  heve  rev  •*.*>  -  <j  .ta~  eated  In  vour  letter.  the  ■  »»  of 

State  Ditch  So.  '-.vna«a  an.’  the  elevated  convey  in  Big 

Swamp,  rrcl'.?  ’ v  ••  ;•-.»•  r«s  vtw  that  the  Ditch  3  altgraaent  would 

cost  over  twice  a  -.n  t  nrc>v«>ee-!  alignment.  The  estimated  coat  for 

mtch  51  la  5  5.14.  --il  ;!••<:<  .-•ern.ia  -•  V . 4 ' .  allilon  for  the  proposed,  alignment. 
Construction  of  tr-r  .  •  *>d  'loodvav  would  cause  Increased  flow*  Into 

Manitoba.  On  *  <f.  ;!  t  ha ve  stated  that  if  the  channel  design  in 

Big  Swamp  is  ’■  ;?.*■'  >.  Increased  flows  into  Canada ,  additional 

Study  and  tw:o*i>r;  •■>•••  y.  pcI.-i  .  -.s-erjsarv  for  an  increase  1  r.  'ayneo.ts,  for 
project-related  datMg**  it.  ’ienltoba.  1  f  we  alter  the  dealer,  to  mitigate 
fishery  leases  **  >.».  riled  above,  there  appears  to  be  ao  tu«rif- '  c*.  r-'era  for 
the  addltlonaj  cc  .*«  >•'  i.h  would  be  incurred  hv  adoption  of  the  State  Ditch 
No.  51  alignment  ap.i  rbe  3ip  Svaup  elevated  floodway. 

My  ateff  will  tmt itv,:e  work  with  vour  staff  and  personnel  of  the  riah 
end  Wildlife  .Service  :  n  .ietaii  design  of  the  fishery  mitigation. 

As  wa  stated  at  f  'if  net  • up  -it!  rb*  local  interests  In  Rosesn  ,  our  sehad- 
ule  calls  for  dl*r.  rdhut'or  o'  the  federal  Environmental  Lnpact  Statement 
supplement  In  Januarv  19-V*  it  i*  ay  intent  that  we  shall  meet  this  schedule. 

S  incerel.y , 


f  X  -•!  ti  cation  w«  ru’r  'act  of 
w‘  ^iah  fin’  -'il-.'ir:  <?  >“  rv  •  on 
:J.  -ation  in  tve  lev"  ‘  *  ;  ‘  e  red 
-  h  who  re  channel  modi  f  tea.  n- <  ;  a  pro- 
i  •  -trsv.  reach .  tr  the  *—->i  '  •  • .  •  the 

j  tie  control  for  the  hot' or,  of  :ne  pro- 

•:  nr  ■•>.' nts  1  rcet  above  hirh.  no ir.tr  of  the 

*  -•  ...  .•Vi.-.n.'i.  This  will  leave  a  tirtinun  of  2 

.  r.-ctor  in  its  nrerrolec  '  coriluon, 
ir..i  calls  for  undisturbed  reaches 
-  '  •  :  ’  cadi  of  the  last  2  -.al lea  on  the 

.  -  .  ---.evated  channel  bottom  Hirjlinr  to  the 
'o,-.  r«ach  In  each  mile  In  the  aianee  of 
.  -it  a  number  of  locations  It.  the 

1  '.j.-.ta  >.  ''  election  of  the  control  points  for 

'  ->.vi  die  undisturbed  reaches  In  Rl  j  Swarrp  will 

-  '  ‘  k  ■J  rho  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  -Also, 

.tin  i  of  these  r.i  tloatlon  featu:  as  wi  ll  be  a 


WILLIAM  W.  HA DOER 
Colonel  Corps  of  Engineers 
District  Engineer 
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mtimim.  hu  or  it'«no*»di-h«j-a 


leE|K|S 


ft; 


/.S7 7-*>#  .»«*_  ~rA> 


STATE  OF 

ftONasoirA 

DEPARTMENT  OF  NATURAL  RESOURCES 

CENTENNIAL  OFFICE  SUILDING  •  ST.  PAUL,  MINNESOTA  •  S5ISS 


August  17,  1979 


Mr.  Will  1am  W.  Badger 

Colonel,  Corps  of  Engineers 

District  Engineer,  St.  Paul 

1135  U.  S.  Post  Office  t  Custom  House 

St.  Paul,  Minnesota  55101 

Dear  Colonel  Badger: 

In  response  to  your  letter  of  9  August  concerning  the  Roseau  River  flood 
control  project,  I  wish  to  emphasize  that  there  Is  an  element  of  Item  9 
that  remains  unsettled.  This  Is  the  stream  Improvement  work  that  follows 
the  channel  widening. 

We  are  not  sure  at  this  time  In  what  form  or  at  precisely  what  locations 
stream  Improvement  structures  should  be  placed.  The  planning  will  have  to 
wait  until  the  channel  widening  has  been  completed  and  the  stream  bottom 
has  assumed  the  configuration  It  Is  likely  to  hold.  Post-dredging,  stream 
Improvement,  however.  Is  a  discrete  construction  phase  that  should  be 
budgeted  for. 

It  may  suffice,  for  the  present,  to  leave  the  matter  as  It  Is  described 
In  your  letter  -  the  construction  of  riffles  at  a  number  of  locations  In 
the  river  following  the  channel  widening.  We  have  acquired  more  Informa¬ 
tion,  however,  since  our  meeting  on  17  July  and  will  be  In  a  position  to 
offer  an  estimate  of  costs  for  budgeting  purposes  and  more  Information  on 
the  type  of  structures.  We  will  arrange  a  meeting  with  your  staff  as  soon 
as  possible  to  further  clarify  this  element. 


Joseph  N.  Alexander, 
Commissioner 


JMA:1z 

cc:  C.  R.  Burrows 
L.  Seymour 
•  0.  Jarvenpa 
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51  ‘  Oc  toBer'  1979 


Mr.  Joaeph  N.  Alexander 
Commissioner 

Minnesota  Department  of  Natural 
Resources 

Centennial  Offlca  Building 
St.  Faul,  Minnesota  55155 


near  Coaniaaioner  Alexander 

On  11  October  1979,  representatives  from  your  department  and  the  Fish  and 
Wildlife  Service  met  with  members  of  my  staff  to  discuss  the  fishery  miti¬ 
gation  features  to  be  Included  in  the  Roseau  River  flood  control  project. 

The  discussion  Included  the  design  of  the  revised  channel  croes -sect ion  in 
the  downstream  6  miles  and  in  Big  Svamp,  which  has  been  Included  as  fishery 
mitigation.  We  agreed  that  when  the  channel  design  was  complete  It  would 
be  furnished  to  your  department  for  review.  Inclosed  with  this  letter,  for 
your  review,  are  the  following  lnclosures . 

a.  A  tabulation  of  proposed  channel  information  for  the  lower  6 -mile 
reach. 

b.  A  typical  cross-section  showing  the  elevated  channel  construction* 

c.  A  tabulation  showing  location  and  dimensions  of  the  altered  channel 
deelgn  upetreaa  of  the  lower  6  mile. 

d.  A  map  shoving  these  locations. 

Also,  at  the  11  October  meeting  members  of  your  staff  furnlsbad  preliminary 
information  on  rlffls  structures  to  be  included  in  the  project  for  fishery 
mitigation.  Tour  staff  neat  are  stated  that  the  rlffla  infocmation  would  bo 
furnished  formally  to  ay  offlca  as  soon  as  they  had  so  opportunity  to  review 
the  elevated  channel  design. 
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31  Octsbn  1979 


1  nqu«t  your  early  response  to  this  latter  ee  ninlalse  further  delay 
in  the  project. 


Sincerely. 


4  lnd 
A a  stated 


WILLIAM  W.  BADGE* 

Colonel.  Corps  of  Engineers 
District  Engineer 


CV: 

Mr.  Oliver  M.  Jarvenpa 
Chief,  Ecological  Services  See. 
Division  of  Vlah  A  Wildlife 
Bos  25 

658  Cedar  Street 
St.  Paul,  Ml  55155 

Mr.  Larry  Seymour 
Director,  Division  of  Waters 
Department  of  Batural  Vaaoureas 
444  Layfette  load 
Space  Canter  Bldg. 

St.  Paul,  Ml  55101 
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DNR  INFORMATION 
(612)  296-6157 


November  15,  1979 


William  W.  Badger 

Colonel,  Corps  of  Engineers 

District  Engineer,  St.  Paul 

1135  U.S.  Post  Office  &  Custom  House 

St.  Paul,  Minnesota  55101 

Dear  Colonel  Badger: 

The  following  comments  and  enclosures  are  furnished  In  response  to  your  letter 
of  October  31,  1979  concerning  fishery  mitigation  to  be  Included  In  the  Rojea^ 
jjiver  flood  control  project.  It  should  be  made  clear  that  this  discussion  per-  . 
taln^  to  Item  9  of  your  letter  of  August  9,  1979  and  my  letter  of  May  29,  1979. 

As  you  have  previously  Indicated,  we  are  In  agreement  on  all  other  Items. 

We  have  reviewed  your  tabulation  of  Information  on  proposed  channel  modification 
In  the  lower  6-mlle  reach  and  the  sketch  of  a  typical  cross  section  In  this 
reach.  We  find  that  this  work  will  result  In  a  low-flow  channel  with  an  average 
depth  of  three  to  four  feet  and  an  average  width  of  40  to  50  feet.  This  will 
tend  to  preserve  existing  fish  habitat  in  this  sector. 

The  tabulation  showing  the  location  and  dimensions  of  the  altered  channel  design 
upstream  from  the  lower  six  miles  has  been  analyzed  and  comments  and  recoimen- 
datlons  have  been  provided  (see  attachment  A).  Of  these  16  field  control  points, 
we  have  reconmended  slight  location  shifts  on  only  four  and  a  substantial 
relocation  on  one.  This  part  of  the  project  covers  the  reach  we  have  custom¬ 
arily  referred  to  as  the  Big  Swamp  reach  or  that  part  of  the  river  extending 
from  Ditch  51  to  a  location  about  12  miles  upstream. 

In  Attachment  B  we  have  supplied  as  much  detail  on  the  location  of  proposed  fish 
habitat  Improvement  structures  as  Is  possible  prior  to  dredging  and  subsequent 
channel  stabilization.  In  the  stretch  of  river  between  Ditch  51  and  the  Roseau 
dam  we  have  located  58  sites  for  fish  habitat  development.  Thirty-four  are 
located  between  the  Big  Swamp  reach  and  the  Roseau  dam.  Twenty-four  are  In  the 
Big  Swamp  reach  and  Include  among  them  the  16  control  points  described  In 
Attachment  A.  These  16  locations  will  contain  part  of  the  pre-project  fish 
habitat  and  will  very  likely  lend  themselves  to  post  dredging  Improvement. 

More  precise  location  of  the  other  42  sites  will,  of  course,  depend  upon  the 
stream  bed  configuration  that  develops  after  dredging. 

Also  enclosed  are  a  map  of  the  Roseau  River  showing  location  of  recommended 
fishery  mitigation  developments,  (Attachment  C,  3  sheets),  and  an  estimate  of 
the  cost  of  a  typical  structure  employed  In  fish  habitat  Improvement  In  this 
type  of  situation  (Attachment  D). 
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We  submit  that  the  $1.2  million  estimated  federal  costs  for  the  58  habitat  Improve¬ 
ment  structures  are  justified  by  the  high  quality  of  the  existing  fishery  resources 
which  will  be  severely  diminished  by  channelization,  and  Is  well  within  the  $2.8 
million  saving  realized  by  the  elimination  of  the  low  head  dams. 

I  hope  this  Information  will  be  helpful  In  forwarding  your  project. 

'v aa_ . , 

Joseph  N.  Alexander 
Commissioner 
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Colonel  William  W.  Badger 
Dist.  Engineer,  St.  Paul  Dist. 

U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers 

1135  U.S.  Post  Office  &  Custom  House 

St.  Paul,  MN  55101 

Dear  Colonel  Badger: 

This  responds  to  Mr.  Fast's  October  31,  1979  letter  requesting  Service  com¬ 
ments  on  your  agency's  fishery  mitigation  proposal  for  the  Roseau  River  flood 
control  project.  In  addition  to  the  above  project  design  modifications, 
our  review  will  address  our  understanding  of  various  other  project  modifica¬ 
tions  which  have  been  made  since  issuance  of  the  General  Design  Memorandum 
(GDM).  The  latter  modifications  will  be  discussed  if  relevant  to  fishery 
mitigation  in  the  appropriate  sections. 

Lower  Six  Mile  Reach  (Below  Big  Swamp) 

Our  understanding  of  modifications  to  the  project  design  shown  in  your  Octo¬ 
ber  1971  GDM  includes  the  following; 

1.  Rather  than  widening  and  sloping  the  existing  channel  in  this  reach 
as  originally  proposed,  an  elevated  channel  would  be  constructed 
adjacent  to  the  existing  channel  along  the  entire  reach  except  in 
the  areas  of  channel  cutoffs,  where  no  work  would  be  done  in  or  along 
the  existing  channel.  The  bottom  of  the  elevated  channel  would  be 

at  an  elevation  at  least  2  feet  higher  than  the  thalweg  at  selected 
control  points  identified  by  an  interagency  field  team  made  up  of 
personnel  of  our  respective  agencies  and  the  Minnesota  Department 
of  Natural  Resources  (MDNR).  The  field  identification  of  those  con¬ 
trol  points  took  place  the  week  of  August  20,  1979. 

2.  Channel  cutoffs  2  and  4  have  been  eliminated. 

3.  The  remaining  two  channel  cutoffs  (cutoffs  1  and  3)  would  be  gated 
at  their  upstream  ends,  thus  carrying  water  only  during  high  flow 
periods. 

Your  enclosure  A  gives  bottom  elevations  for  the  elevated  channel  and  cut¬ 
off  channels  for  the  lower  six  mile  reach.  At  station  58+50  (Caribou  Bridge) 
we  note  that  the  bottom  elevation  for  the  elevated  channel  (1005.6  feet  above 
M.S.L  )  is  the  same  as  the  bottom  elevation  of  the  existing  channel  (per 

the  GDM).  This  is  not  consistent  with  the  understanding  stated 
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in  (1)  above  and  would  appear  to  diaperae  flows  across  the  entire  channel 
at  that  location.  Since  that  station  ia  apparently  one  of  only  two  control 
points  selected  for  use  in  the  lower  six  mile  reach,  an  error  at  that  point 
could  have  sinilar  effects  on  other  high  spots  in  the  channel. 

As  noted  above,  only  two  of  seven  control  points  downstream  of  Big  Swamp 
which  were  identified  in  the  joint  field  review  were  utilized.  We  must  as¬ 
sume  that  use  of  the  two  points  (at  stations  58+50  and  167+00)  was  sufficient 
to  maintain  the  required  2  feet  vertical  separation  between  the  other  five 
control  points  and  the  elevated  channel  bottoms  at  those  points.  Confirma¬ 
tion  of  the  above  would  be  appreciated. 

The  interagency  field  team  identified  a  control  point  in  the  vicinity  of 
station  110+00.  We  understand  that  bottom  profiles  were  not  prepared  for 
that  river  stretch  because  it  fell  within  proposed  cutoff  2.  We  presume 
cross  sections  in  that  area  will  now  have  to  be  taken.  At  such  tisie,  we 
recommend  documenting  the  elevation  at  the  above-mentioned  control  point 
and  using  it  as  an  additional  control  for  the  elevated  channel. 

We  note  that  cutoff  1  has  been  shifted  one  river  loop  to  the  east.  To  our 
knowledge,  that  shift  has  never  been  discussed  at  previous  interagency  meet¬ 
ings.  Hot  having  had  prior  knowledge  of  the  relocation  of  cutoff  l,  tie  are 
not  prepared  to  discuss  its  biological  implications,  if  any,  at  this  time. 

With  respect  to  cutoffs  1  and  3,  we  are  asauming  that  their  bottoms  will 
be  uniformly  flat.  To  prevent  the  entrapment  of  fish  during  low  flow  periods, 
the  channels  should  be  sloped  downward  from  an  upstream-to-downstream  perspec¬ 
tive  if  they  are  intended  to  be  dry  during  the  summer  months.  From  both 
fishery  and  waterfowl  standpoints,  it  would  be  preferable  to  excavate  the 
cutoff  bottoms  to  elevations  12  to  18  inches  lower  than  that  of  the  first 
control  point  immediately  downstream. 

Altered  Channel  Design  through  Big  Swamp 

Field  control  point  D  (station  942+50)  does  not  have  a  controlling  effect 
on  upstream  water  levels,  and  it  offers  little  or  no  fishery  mitigation  poten¬ 
tial.  Point  E  (station  872+00)  ia  similarly  of  no  value  as  a  control  point, 
but  a  combination  of  factors  makes  that  area  highly  amenable  to  fishery  habi¬ 
tat  development.  From  a  fishery  mitigation  standpoint,  it  would  be  prefer¬ 
able  to  include  point  E  and  drop  point  D,  if  necessary. 

An  elevated  Type  4  wetland  approximately  6  acres  in  size  lies  adjacent  to 
the  river  along  its  south  bank  between  stations  859+60  and  969+00.  South 
bank  excavation  in  this  arcs  associated  with  either  the  standard  channel 
design  or  elevated  channel  design  would  adversely  impact  or  possibly  even 
destroy  that  wetland.  Ia  view  of  its  exceptionally  high  value  as  a  waterfowl 
nesting  and  brood  rearing  area,  we  believe  every  effort  should  be  made  to 
avoid  or  minimise  adverse  project-related  impacts  to  it.  We  recommend  that 
the ‘feasibility  of  no  channelisation  is  the  area  adjacent  to  this  wetland 
be  examined.  Should  the  "no  construction"  alternative  prove  infeasible, 
we  recommend  you  examine  the  feasibility  of  reducing  the  channel  width  ia 
this  area  below  the  standard  project  deeiga.  The  elevated  channel  design 
for  control  point  F  should  not  be  implemented  nor  should  sidecasting  of  ex¬ 
cavated  material  into  that  wetland  be  allowed. 
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In  conjunction  with  the  elimination  of  the  elevated  channel  design  at  control 
point  F,  the  feasibility  of  adding  control  point  G  should  be  explored. 

Your  fishery  mitigation  proposal  for  the  lower  two  miles  of  Big  Swamp  con¬ 
forms  to  our  understanding  that  10%  of  the  riverine  habitat  in  that  reach 
would  remain  unaltered.  You  identify  two-500  foot  reaches  in  the  lower  two 
miles  (control  points  X  and  AA)  where  no  channel  excavation  would  be  under¬ 
taken.  Within  that  reach,  control  points  W,  Y,  and  Z  were  not  included  for 
protection.  All  three  of  those  control  points  were  rated  highly  by  the  inter¬ 
agency  field  team  for  their  controlling  effect  on  upstream  water  levels. 

We  therefore  recommend  that  the  1000  linear  feet  of  habitat  protection  pres¬ 
ently  distributed  between  control  points  X  and  AA  be  divided  equally  among 
those  and  at  least  two  of  the  three  presently  unprotected  control  points. 
Should  this  not  prove  possible,  we  recommend  exploring  the  same  distribution 
under  the  elevated  channel  concept. 

Our  last  comment  concerns  the  river  reach  for  the  first  3  miles  above  Big 
Swamp.  In  their  review  of  control  points  in  the  project  area,  the  inter¬ 
agency  field  team  identified  three  control  points  (A",  A',  and  A),  each  of 
which  provides  water  level  control  for  approximately  one  mile  of  good  quality 
fish  habitat.  In  addition,  A"  (approximate  station  1115+00)  and  A  (approxi¬ 
mate  station  1038+00)  are  located  at  the  lower  ends  of  small  backwater  areas 
having  high  value  to  waterfowl  and  spawning  northern  pike.  We  request  that 
you  explore  means  to  protect  the  water  levels  and  associated  high  quality 
fish  and  wildlife  habitat  which  exists  at  all  three  control  points,  with 
particular  emphasis  on  points  A"  and  A. 

You  must  recognize  that  even  with  implementation  of  all  the  measures  proposed 
in  your  October  31  letter  and  those  additional  measures  proposed  in  this 
response,  construction  of  the  Roseau  River  flood  control  project  would  con¬ 
tinue  to  result  in  a  large  loss  of  productive  fish  habitat.  Within  the  sub¬ 
stantial  constraints  imposed  by  hydraulic  and  economic  considerations,  our 
staffs  have  worked  together  to  develop  a  plan  responsive  to  the  fishery  of 
the  Roseau  River. 

I  am  concerned  that,  even  at  this  late  date,  our  respective  agencies  have 
not  developed  a  mutual  understanding  of  the  full  range  of  natural  resource 
issues  involved  with  construction  of  the  Roseau  River  flood  control  project. 

To  that  end,  I  propose  that  appropriate  members  of  our  staffs  meet  at  the 
earliest  possible  date  to  discuss  those  various  issues,  to  include  mitigation 
of  impacts  to  wildlife  resources,  the  use  of  lands  acquired  under  the  Federal 
Aid  in  Wildlife  Restoration  Act,  endangered  species,  and  the  issues  raised 
in  this  and  my  letter  of  April  30,  1979.  I  believe  such  an  exchange  of  views 
to  be  vital  to  the  preparation  of  an  adequate  Supplemental  EIS  for  this  pro¬ 
ject. 
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These  consents  have  been  prepared  under  the  authority  of  and  in  accordance 
with  provisions  of  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Coordination  Act  (48  Stat.  401, 
as  amended;  16  U.S.C.  661  et  seq.)  and  are  consistent  with  the  intent  of 
the  National  Environmental  Policy  Act  of  1969. 

Sincerely  youvs, 


CJL fcnJU**  flu 


cc:  Minn.  DUE,  St.  Paul 


Charles  A.  Ho-'.aH 
Acting  Re  Di;  actor 
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United 


States  Department  of  the  Interior 


FISH  AND  WILDLIFE  SERVICE 
Federal  Building,  Fort  Snelling 
Twin  Cities,  Minnesota  5S  111 


IN  UftY  uni  TO: 

im 


FEB  1 5  1980 

Cblonel  William  W.  Badger 
District  Engineer 
U.S.  Army  Engineer  District 
St.  Paul 

1135  U.S.  Post  Office  and  Custom  House 
St.  Paul,  Minneosta  55101 


Dear  Colonel  Badger: 

This  letter  provides  further  clarification  of  several  points  discussed 
in  our  January  21,  1980,  meeting  concerning  the  Roseau  River  Project. 
These  contents  correspond  to  the  nuit>ered  items  on  the  docunent  provided 
at  the  meeting. 


Item  1 

Deposition  of  spoil  along  the  south  side  of  the  channel  in  the  reach 
adjacent  to  the  Badger  Creek  outlet  will  cause  fill  to  be  placed  in 
a  6-  to  9-aere  Type  IV  wetland.  The  Minnesota  Department  of  Natural 
Resources  (MNl)  has  requested  that  fill  be  placed  in  this  area  to 
form  the  north  dike  for  a  future  waterfowl  management  pool.  NlCl 
has  neither  funding  nor  a  timetable  for  constructing  the  remainder 
of  the  pool.  In  fact,  MONt  cannot  be  certain  that  the  pool  will 
ever  be  constructed.  The  Corps  should  enploy  every  means  including: 

1.  keeping  the  spoil  piles  as  low  as  possible; 

2.  keeping  lan&mrd  slopes  as  steep  as  possible;  and 

3.  sidecasting  spoil  to  adjacent  higher  ground~to  conserve 
the  excellent  waterfowl  production  capability  of  this  wet¬ 
land. 

Item  5 

This  item  discusses  fixing  the  capacities  of  all  ditch  inlets  within 
the  project  area.  Since  low  profile  control  structures  have  been 
eliminated  from  the  project  plan,  we  have  contended  that  ditch  inlet 
invert  elevations  should  be  fixed  at  pre-1979  levels.  This  would 
effectively  eliminate  the  possibility  of  draining  wetlands  adjacent 
to  the  channel.  Fixing  ditch  inlet  capacities  will  neither  control 
*  nor  discourage  project-induced  drainage,  consequently,  we  repeat 
our  request  th  t  ditch  inlet  invert  elevations  be  fixed  at  pre-1979 
lev  s. 
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A  related  matter  concerns  the  possibility  of  private  landowners  and/or 
the  Watershed  District  relocating  the  ditch  inlets  to  either  side 
of  the  fixed  inlets  to  gain  greater  depth  and  to  allow  drainage  into 
the  new  Roseau  River  channel.  Because  present  inlets  are  located 
above  the  ordinary  high  water  mark  of  the  Roseau  River,  it  is  likely 
that  most  inlet  relocations  could  take  place  under  the  existing  nation¬ 
wide  permit  program.  Hie  same  problem  exists  with  respect  to  new 
inlets.  Within  the  watershed,  exists  an  unquantified  (but  significant) 
acreage  of  privately  owned  wetlands.  These  wetlands  have  not  been 
drained  to  date,  despite  several  drainage  projects  in  the  area.  We 
suspect  that  their  continued  existence  is  tied  to  agricultural  economics 
rather  than  engineering  feasibility.  Thus,  increased  emphasis  on 
agricultural  productivity  could  stirailate  additional  wetland  drainage. 
The  Cbrps  has  identified  approximately  4,000  acres  of  private  land 
(not  now  in  agrictural  production)  which  would  be  susceptible  to 
drainage  because  of  the  lowered  river  profile  resulting  from  the 
proposed  project.  We  have  requested  (per  our  April  30,  1979,  letter 
to  Colonel  Forrest  T.  Gay)  that  the  Cbrps  assure  discretionary  authority 
and  require  individual  404  permits  for  all  dredge  and  fill  activities 
in  wetlands  within  the  limits  of  influence  of  the  proposed  project. 

We  again  request  that  you  assume  your  discretionary  authority  in  this 
matter  to  reduce  the  threat  of  future  widespread  wetland  drainage. 

Item  8 


We  acknowledge  that  you  have  agreed  to  most  of  our  recommendations 
concerning  fishery  mitigation.  We  also  realize  that  your  ability 
to  do  more  is  limited  by  hydraulic  and  economic  constraints.  Our 
understanding  of  the  latest  project  design  specifications  are 
recapped  below: 

Total  river  miles  within  the  project  area 

Miles  of  river  channel  to  be  excavated 

Miles  of  river  bypassed  by  new  high-flow  cutoffs 

Miles  of  undisturbed  channel  bottom  as  a  result  of 
benched  construction 

Miles  of  undistrubed  river  within  Big  Owump 

In  summary,  our  major  recommendations  (in  addition  to  those  measures 
set  forth  in  the  attached  document)  are: 

1.  Hie  District  Engineer  should  assume  discretionary  authority 
over  valuable  wetland  areas  in  the  basin  as  recommended 


50.6  miles 

30.6  miles 

11.7  miles 

7.1  miles 
.2  miles 
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in  our  April  30,  1979  letter.  If  induced  drainage  does 
not  take  place,  there  would  be  a  negligible  burden  on  the 
Corps  Regulatory  Functions  Branch.  If  induced  drainage 
does  take  place,  this  regulation  is  necessary  to  reduce 
the  "secondary”  inrpacts  of  the  project  and  to  maintain  the 
integrity  of  its  design. 

2.  All  existing  inlets  should  be  structurally  fixed  at  their 
pre-project  invert  elevations  as  opposed  to  their  pre-project 
capacities. 

3.  Some  means  of  positive  Federal  agency  control  over  additional 
inlets  should  be  established  for  the  same  reasons  set  forth 
in  "1"  above. 


Sincerely  yours, 


Enclosure: 

Recap  of  21  January  1980  meeting 
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National  Wildlife  Federation 

1412  SIXTEENTH  STREET,  N.W. 

WASHINGTON.  D  C  20036 
P*on«  202-797-6800 


44th  ANNUAL  MEETINf 
MARCH  21-23,  ISC  ' 
CARILLON  HOT!  I 
MIAMI  BEACH.  FLORID- 


March  14 ,  19e0 


Colonel  William  K.  Badger 
District  Engineer,  St.  Paul  District 
U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers 
1135  U.S.  Post  Office  &  Custom  House 
St.  Paul,  KN  55101 


Roseau  Flood  Control  Project 


Dear  Colonel  Badger: 


I  have  received  a  copy  of  Mr.  Hughlett's  letter  to 
you  of  February  15  regarding  the  captioned  project.  It 
appears  that  the  project  design  has  undergone  considerable 
modification  since  last  spring  when  I  visited  the  area. 

Many  of  the  changes  appear  beneficial;  however,  I  am  con¬ 
cerned  that  some  of  the  recommendations  made  in  our  letters 
of  8  May  and  6  June  1979  to  Colonel  Gay  may  have  become  lost. 
Could  you  update  me  on  the  status  of  those  recommendations? 
We  remain  especially  concerned  about  the  secondary  drainage 
of  wetlands  made  possible  by  the  project.  The  exercise  of 
discretionary  permit  authority  is  no  substitute  for  the 
execution  of  conservation  (i.e.,  no  drainage)  easements  by 
the  landowners  within  the  project  boundaries.  If  it  is  true 
that  drainage  of  these  wetlands  is  not  a  desired  purpose  of 
the  project,  then  this  request  does  not  appear  unduly  burden¬ 
some  to  project  beneficiaries. 


Sincerely, 


Director 


Resources  Defense  Division 


PAPtks 

cot  Leonard  D.  Hockert,  Pres.,  Minn.  Conservation  Fed. 

C.  Griffith,  NWF 

Joseph  Alexander,  Acting  Comm.,  Minn.  Dep't  of  Natural  Resources 
John  McGuire,  Adm.,  EPA  Reg.  V,  Chicago,  IL 
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THE  IZAAK  WALTON  LEAGUE  OF  AMERI 


March  17,  1900 

Colonel  William  W.  Badger,  District  Engineer 

U.  S.  A  nay  Engineer  District 

St.  Paul,  Minnesota 

1135  U.  S.  Post  Office  A  Custom  Mouse 

St.  Paul,  Minnesota  55101 

Dear  Colonel  Badger! 

1  was  eery  interested  to  receive  on  February  15th  a  copy  of  the  letter  seat  to  you  by  Charles 
Hughlett,  Acting  Regional  Director,  U.  S.  F.  W.  S. 

Since  Bill  Slocum  accompanied  Pat  Parentaau  of  the  National  Wildlife  Federation  and  myself  on 
a  tour  of  the  project  in  May  of  1979,  my  only  correspondence  from  the  Corps  mas  Ted  Cay's  June 
b,  1979  letter  to  Pat  Parentaau.  1  alao  have  Pat's  reply  dated  6-14-79. 

Our  trip  in  May  of  1979  mas  proceeded  by  extensive  correspondence  and  several  meetings  between 
the  several  parties  involved  in  and  concerned  about  this  project. 

Since  you  replaced  Tod,  X  have  hoard  nothing  as  to  the  proposed  course  to  be  follomod  by  the 
Corps.  X  did  SMUtion  to  you  when  X  mot  yon  briefly  at  the  Croat  Lakas  Basin  Commission  auto  tic 
in  Superior,  that  I  mas  vary  interested  in  the  project,  and  vary  interested  in  where  you  per¬ 
ceive  the  final  settlement  to  ho. 

If  th ora's  a  potential  here  for  concluding  the  strategy  without  fully  involving  all  of  the  par¬ 
ties,  it  aeons  to  me  that  strategy  nay  have  a  difficult  thus  in  survival. 
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DEPARTMENT  Of  THE  ARMY 
ST  PAUL  DISTRICT  CORPS  OF  ENGINEERS 
1136  U  S  POST  OFFICE  l  CUSTOM  HOUSE 
ST  PAUL.  MINNESOTA  66101 


REPLY  TO 

ATTENTION  OF:  NCSED-D  4  April  1980 


Mr.  Patrick  A.  Parenteau 
Director,  Resources  Defense  Division 
Rational  Wildlife  Federation 
1412  Sixteenth  Street,  NW 
Washington,  D.C.  20036 


Dear  Mr.  Parenteau: 

Inclosed  is  a  copy  of  my  response  to  the  letter  of  IS  February  1980  from 
the  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  regarding  the  Roseau  River  Flood  Con¬ 
trol  project.  Also  inclosed  is  a  list  of  mitigation  issues  for  the  proj¬ 
ect  which  I  discussed  with  Mr.  Harvey  Nelson,  Regional  Director  of  the 
U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  and  Mr.  Joseph  Alexander,  Commissioner, 
Minnesota  Department  of  Natural  Resources,  at  a  meeting  on  21  January  1980. 

I  consider  the  concern  for  induced,  drainage  due  to  project  construction 
to  be  adequately  addressed  through  fixing  of  side  ditch  inlets  at  pre-1979 
conditions  and  use  of  permit  authority,  as  described  in  my  letter  to  Mr. 
Nelson.  In  addition  to  these  actions,  there  are  State  and  local  actions 
which  can  be  brought  to  bear  against  attempts  at  wetland  drainage.  Under 
Minnesota  Statutes,  chapter  105.42,  a  permit  must  be  obtained  from  the  Com¬ 
missioner  of  Natural  Resources  prior  to  the  accomplishment  of  any  work  in 
public  waters.  The  State  of  Minnesota  supports  reduction  of  flood  damages 
through  the  project.  Commissioner  Alexander  and  Mr.  Larry  Seymour,  Director, 
Division  of  Waters,  could  discuss  implementation  of  this  permit  activity  to 
preserve  wetlands.  Further,  Minnesota  Statutes,  chapter  112,  provides, 
through  the  Minnesota  Watershed  Act,  a  means  of  local  control  of  wetlands 
through  the  organisation  of  watershed  districts.  The  Roseau  River  Watershed 
District,  local  sponsor  for  the  project,  can  implement  methods  of  wetland 
preservation.  With  the  interest  shown  by  your  organisation  and  other  environ¬ 
mental  groups  and  the  support  of  the  State  and  local  agencies,  it  should  be 
possible  to  provide  for  reduction  in  flood  damages  along  the  Roseau  River 
while  protecting  remaining  wetlands. 
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Mr.  Patrick  A.  Parenteau 

The  environmcntal/mitigation  issues  discussed  at  our  21  January  meeting 
were  the  results  of  continuing  coordination  with  the  Minnesota  DNR  and  the 
US  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service.  Our  future  efforts  in  development  of  the 
project  will  also  be  coordinated  with  these  agencies  so  environmental  issues 
can  be  resolved  to  the  extent  practicable.  A  full  discussion  and  descrip¬ 
tion  of  mitigation  efforts  will  be  included  in  the  supplement  to  the  project 
environmental  impact  statement.  A  copy  of  the  supplement  will  be  furnished 
to  you  as  soon  as  it  is  available. 

Thank  you  for  your  interest  in  the  project. 


Sincerely, 


2  Incl  WILLIAM  W.  BADGER 

As  stated  Colonel,  Corps  of  Engineers 

District  Engineer 

Ident.  ltr  to: 

Mr.  David  Zentner 
Chairman,  Executive  Board 
Izaak  Walton  League  of  America 
824  First  National  Bank  Bldg. 

Duluth,  Minnesota  55802 
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4  April  1980 


Mr.  tttrrar  Ktlrnn 

Regional  Dirac tor 

U.S.  Flah  and  Wildlife  Service 

Department  of  the  Interior 

Federal  Building,  Fort  Snelllnc 

TVln  Cities.  Minnesota  55111 


Dear  Mr.  Kelson: 

I  am  responding  to  Mr.  Hughlett'a  letter  of  15  February  19*0  with  clari¬ 
fication  on  two  matters  relating  to  the  Roseau  River  Flood  Control  project. 

The  fixing  of  the  capacities  of  side  ditch  Inlets,  as  we  propose  It.  la  to 
fix  Invert  elevations  as  well  as  other  dimensions.  It  was  not  our  Intent 
to  circumvent  the  prevloua  agreement  to  fix  side  ditch  inlet  elevations  hut. 
Instead,  to  provide  a  more  Inclusive  term.  Following  completion  of  project, 
construction  of  new  Inlets  Into  the  river,  aa  well  as  alteration  of  the  ex¬ 
isting  fixed  Inlets  by  local  Interests,  will  be  subject  to  Corps  of  Rngl- 
neers  control  under  the  project.  This  will  be  the  primary  control  along 
the  channelised  stream.  Corps  of  Fhplneera  permit  authorities  will  also  he 
in  effect  In  the  general  area. 

In  regard  to  your  concerns  for  exercise  of  permit  authority  under  Section 
494  of  the  Clean  Water  Act,  ny  staff  has  completed  Its  analysis  of  the  Roseau 
River  watershed  area.  Most  wetlands  In  the  watershed  are  subject  to  regu¬ 
latory  jurisdiction  of  the  Corns  of  Fnglneers  according  to  31  CFH  321.3(d)(1). 
Many  of  these  wetlands  are  directly  adjacent  to  the  Roseau  River  or  to  con¬ 
necting  ditches  having  an  average  annual  flew  of  over  5  cubic  feet  per  second 
(cfs)  and,  thus,  are  subject  to  Individual  Corps  of  Engineers  permits  accord¬ 
ing  to  the  definitions  In  31  CFR  123.2(a)(3).  An  unknown  number  of  wetlands 
In  the  area  are  not  adjacent  to  the  Roseau  River  or  ditches  with  averaea  an¬ 
nual  floes  An  excess  of  5  cfs.  end,  thus,  these  wetlands  are  considered  to  be 
adjacent  to  streams  above  headwaters .  Discharge  of  dredged  or  fill  material 
Into  those  wetlands  Is  authorised  by  the  nationwide  pernlt  In  13  CFR  173  4-7 
(e)(1).  Under  33  CFR  323. 4-4,  I  may  require  Individual  permits  for  s  dis¬ 
charge  of  dredged  or  fill  material  which  etherwide  have  beau  authorised  by  s 
nationwide  pernlt  If  It  la  determined  that  an  action  Individually  or  eunu- 
latlvelv  adversely  impacts  affectad  watara.  Presently,  the  lack  of  specific 
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WCSKD-D  ♦  April  1980 

Mr.  Harvey  Nelson 

project  areas  and  projects  does  not  indicate  the  need  for  exercise  of  dis¬ 
cretionary  authority.  Although  1  consider  it  unnecessary  to  exercise  dis¬ 
cretionary  authority  at  the  present  tine,  the  Corps  of  Engineer a  will  main¬ 
tain  contact  with  the  Roseau  River  project  area  through  Its  surveillance 
program  end  will  consider  tha  exercise  of  discretionary  authority  should 
Information  become  available  on  specific  drainage  plans  subject  to  a  nation¬ 
wide  permit. 

Following  receipt  of  copies  of  Mr.  Rughlett's  15  February  1980  letter.  Mr. 
David  Zantnsr  of  the  Isaak  Walton  League  and  Mr.  Patrick  Parantaau  of  the 
National  Wildlife  Pedratlon  wrote  to  ms  expressing  their  current  concerns 
over  the  project.  1  an  ineloalng  copies  of  their  letters  along  with  a  copy 
of  my  response.  Furnishing  a  copy  of  this  letter  to  than  will  expedite  the 
flaw  of  information. 

Mr.  staff  will  be  continuing  the  coordination  of  Implementation  of  the  miti¬ 
gation  measures  with  your  staff  and  that  eithe  Minnesota  DNX. 

Sincerely, 


*  WILLIAM  W.  BADGER 

1.  Ltr  fr  Mr.  Parantaau,  Colonel,  Corps  of  Engineers 

1A  March  1980  District  Engineer 

2.  Ltr  fr  Mr.  Zantnar, 

17  March  1980 

3.  Ltr  fr  DE  to  Messrs. 

Pareateeu  and  Zenmsr , 

A  April  1980  (w/incl  2) 


CP: 

Coamiaaloner  Joseph  N. 
Alexander  (MOHR) 

Mr.  Oliver  M.  JSrvenpa  (MDHR- 
VW8) 

Mr.  Larry  Seymour  (MHIR) 

Mr.  Howard  Degeraess 
Roseau  Watershed  District 
Mr.  David  F.  Seminar 
Isaak  Walton  League 
Duluth,  MR 

Mr.  Patrick  A.  Parantaau 
Rati  Wildlife  Federation 
.  Washington,  D.C. 
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United  States  Department  of  the  Interior 


FISH  AND  WILDLIFE  SERVICE 
Federal  Building,  Fort  Snelling 
Twin  Cities,  Minnesota  55 1 1 1 


IN  KKPLY  uru  TO: 


JUN  1 3  1980 


Colonel  William  W.  Badger 
District  Engineer 
U.S.  Army  Engineer  District 
St.  Paul 

1135  U.S.  Post  Office  &  Custom  House 
St.  Paul,  Minnesota  55101 

Dear  Colonel  Badger: 

This  responds  to  your  April  4,  1980,  letter  addressing  our  earlier  consents 
on  various  elements  of  the  Roseau  River  Flood  Control  Project.  Several 
matters,  relating  to  your  determination  that  additional  Federal  controls 
over  future  wetland  drainage/fill  activities  in  the  watershed  are  not 
needed,  continue  to  concern  us.  Consequently,  we  are  requesting 
clarification  of  several  items  in  your  April  A  letter. 

With  reference  to  your  seoond  paragraph,  please  explain  how  you  intend 
to  control  the  alteration  of  fixed  ditch  inlets  and  the  construction 
of  new  inlets  following  project  construction. 

In  order  to  put  the  question  of  individual  permit  authority  versus 
Nationwide  Permit  authority  into  clear  perspective,  please  explain  your 
definition  of  "direotly  adjacent"  as  it  applies  to  wetlands  along  the 
Roseau  River.  Also,  the  terms  "Many"  and  "An  unknown  number"  used  to 
describe  wetlands,  subject  to  individual  and  National  Permit  authority, 
are  of  questionable  value  in  assessing  the  need  for  more  comprehensive 
Federal  review  of  fill-related  activities  in  the  watershed.  The  use 
of  these  terms  implies  that  there  is  uncertainty  about  the  extent  of 
Corps'  authority  to  require  individual  permits.  There  are  many  aores 
of  potentially  drainable  wetlands  in  the  watershed  which  sre  located 
above  the  "headwaters"  as  defined  in  your  April  A  letter.  Consequently, 
a  more  definitive  determination  of  the  potential  for  future  wetland 
drainage/fill  aotivlty  through  the  Nationwide  Permit  Program  is  necessary. 
This  would  callow  an  accurate  assessment  of  the  potential  blologioal  and 
hydrogical  consequences  of  yoor  decision  to  not  sssume  discretionary 
authority  over  future  such  activities  in  the  watershed.* 


A  second  major  concern  involves  your  intention  to  impose  individual  permit 
requirements  on  only  certain  selected  fill  activities.  You  have  indicated 
you  will  depend  upon  your  surveillance  program  to  monitor  conditions 
in  the  watershed  and  identify  beforehand  those  drainage  and  fill  activities 
likely  to  produce  adverse  impacts.  We  are  concerned  that  all  discharges 
of  dredged  or  fill  material  and  resultant  ennanced  wetland  drainage  will 
produce  adverse  biological,  water  quality,  and  hydrologic  impacts  to 
the  Roseau  River.  The  Corps  project,  by  lowering  the  profile  of  the 
Roseau  River,  will  make  possible  additional  wetland  drainage  predominatly 
in  areas  defined  as  "above  headwaters".  We  are  not  aware  of  any  existing 
mechanism  for  providing  the  Corps  advance  information  on  impending  drain- 
age  activities  in  the  watershed.  The  function  of  your  surveillance 
program  has  been  to  document  unauthorized  work  in  the  waters  of  the 
United  States  which  has  either  been  completed  or  is  under  way.  Your 
surveillance  section  has  been  dependent,  to  a  large  degree,  on  individuals 
and  other  agencies  for  information  on  potential  violations.  This  is 
particularly  true  in  the  more  remote  areas  of  the  St.  Paul  District. 

Once  undertaken,  work  authorized  under  the  Nationwide  Permit  Program 
would  not  be  subject  to  after-the-fact  restoration  through  subsequent 
assumption  of  discretionary  authority. 

At  the  present  time,  we  do  not  believe  that  wetlands  of  the  Roseau  River 
Watershed  will  receive  adequate  protection  from  drainage  activities 
facilitated  directly  or  indirectly  by  the  flood  control  project.  At 
least  the  above  discussion  raises  some  questions  on  procedure  that  seem 
to  be  inconsistent  with  some  of  the  decisions  reached  at  our  meeting 
on  January  21,  1980.  We  urge  that  you  reconsider  the  concepts  of  (1) 
before-the-fact  assumption  of  discretionary  authority,  and  (2)  conser¬ 
vation  easements  to  provide  adequate  protection  to  wetlands,  fish  and 
wildlife  resources,  and  water  quality  of  the  Roseau  River  Watershed. 


Sincerely  yours, 


Harvey  It  Nfton 


Us^sr.s!  D.ructor 

oc: 

U.S.  EPA,  Chicago,  IL 

J.  Alexander,  MN  DNR,  St.  Paul,  MN 

P.  Parenteau,  National  Wildlife  Federation,  Wash.,  D.C. 

D.  Zentner,  Xzaak  Walton  League,  Duluth,  MN 
C.  Griffith,  National  Wildlife  Federation,  Mpls.,  MN  * 

G.  Meyer,  MN  Conservation  Federation,  St.  Paul,  Ml 

H.  Degerneas,  Roseau  River  Waterahead  Distrlot,  Roseau,  MR 
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United  States  Department  of  the  Interior 


FISH  AND  WILDLIFE  SERVICE 
TWIN  CITIES  AREA  OFFICE 


IN  REPLY  REFER  TO: 


530  Federal  Building  and  U.S.  Court  House 
316  North  Robert  Street 
St  Paul,  Minnesota  55101 


FEB  131981 


Colonel  Million  V.  Bodgor 
District  Engineer,  St.  Paul  Diatriot 
U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers 
1135  U.S.  Post  Office  &  Custom  House 
St.  Paul,  Minnesota  55101 

Dear  Colonel  Badger: 

This  letter  provides  the  current  views  of  the  U.S.  Pish  and  Wildlife 
Service  with  respect  to  the  Corps'  post -project  regulatory  role  within 
the  area  of  influence  of  the  Roseau  River  Flood  Control  Project. 

I  welcome  your  recent  decision  to  withdraw  recognition  of  documented 
drainage  ditohes  as  waters  of  the  United  States.  That  deoialon  alone 
will  afford  a  number  of  wetlands  adjaoent  to  the  Roseau  River  enhanoed 
protection  under  the  404  Permit  Program. 

I  oontinue  to  believe  that  the  Corps  must  assume  flail  responsibility 
for  those  wetland  drainage  activities  which  are  facilitated  through 
completion  of  the  federal  flood  oontrol  project.  Such  drainage  activities 
can  be  expected  to  result  from  improved  hydraulic  conditions  provided 
by  the  project  in  the  form  of  less  frequent  out-of-bank  flows,  faster 
flood water  evacuation  from  the  floodplain  and  faster  lowering  of  the 
river  surface  profile  for  any  given  flood  event.  These  hydraulio  improve¬ 
ments  would  have  the  effect  of  reducing  the  duration  of  the  ■ backwater" 
effect  on  existing  ditohes,  thus  improving  their  efficiency  over  pre- 
project  conditions. 

Aside  from  conservation  easements  or  your  assumption  of  discretionary 
authority  over  the  more  important  wetlands  within  the  project's  area 
of  influence,  I  am  aware  of  no  mechanism  currently  under  consideration 
whioh  would  proteot  the  wildlife  values  of  thoee  wetlands.  In  that 
regard,  I  was  pleased  to  learn  reoently  that  you  have  dlreoted  your 
staff  to  re-examine  the  question  of  discretionary  authority  as  it  might 
apply  to  dredge  and  fill  activities  in  those  wetlands  in  the  project 
area  currently  falling  within  the  Ratlonwlde  Permit  Program.  Z  have 
been  apprised  of  the  methodology  being  used  in  that  study  and  ths  factors 
upon  whioh  your  deoialon  would  apparently  be  based.  The  following  is 
ay  (aiders tend  lag  of  the  prooesa  underway  and  W  oonmsnts  relevant  to 
it. 
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1965  U.S.G.S.  topographic  saps  and  197*  i.S.C.S.  aarlal  photos 
are  being  examined  to  determine  the  locations,  extent  and  regulatory 
status  of  wetlands  in  the  project  area. 


Step  2: 

Those  wetlands  determined  in  Step  1  to  have  "Nationwide  Permit” 
status  would  then  be  examined  for  ownership  status.  Wetlands 
presently  in  State  ownership  are  reasoned  to  be  proteoted  against 
future  drainage. 

Step  3: 

The  remaining  "Nationwide"  wetlands  would  be  evaluated  individually 
against  a  set  of  oriteria  relating  to  their  soologioal  uniqueness, 
productivity,  and  doaumsnted  importance  to  various  wildlife  (endangered 
speoies,  waterfowl,  shore bird a,  wading  birds,  etc.).  Should  an 
individual  wetland  meet  one  or  mere  of  those  oriteria  and/or  general 
40  CPU  factors  related  to  food  obain,  water  quality  maintenance 
and  flood water  retention  functions,  it  would  be  considered  for 
discretionary  authority. 

With  respect  to  your  wetland  identification  effort  (Step  1),  I  have 
reservations  regarding  the  use  of  O.S.G.S.  topographic  amps  as  a  basis 
for  determining  the  existence  of  other  than  permanently  or  semi -permanently 
flooded  wetlands  (Types  4  and  5,  U3DI  Circular  39).  With  such  maps, 
it  is  not  possible  to  identify  seasonally  flooded  wetlands  by  type  nor 
can  wetland  boundaries  be  accurately  determined.  Aside  from  being  seven 
years  old,  the  A.S.C.S.  aerial  photos  were  taken  during  a  period  of 
extensive  sheetwater  flow.  Consequently,  a  true  picture  of  wetland 
types  and  boundaries  oannot  be  obtained.  Without  adequate  photographs 
and  maps,  it  would  seem  extrema ly  dlffioult  to  address  such  questions 
as  adjacency ,  Nationwide  permit  status*  or  biologioal  values. 

The  U.S.  Pish  and  Wildlife  Servloe  has  oontraoted  with  NASA  to  obtain 
1:60,000  color  infrared  photographs  of  the  Prairie  Pothole  Region  in 
connection  with  our  National  Wetland  Inventory  effort.  Photos  of  the 
Roseau  River  Basin  were  taken  in  Nay*  I960  for  the  express  purpose  of 
wetland  delineation  and  "typing".  Those  photos  are  available  to  all 
agencies,  and  your  District's  Remote  Sensing  Coordinator  was  recently 
provided  information  on  how  they  nay  be  obtained. 

Regarding  ownership  status  (Step  2),  I  do  not  believe  that  present  State 
ownership  naoeaaarily  oonfsrs  protection  against  wetland  drainage. 

I  will  agree,  however,  that  those  wetlands  within  the  boundaries  of 
the  Roseau  River  Wildlife  Management  Arse  would  not  be  subjeot  to  future 
drainage. 
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My  strongest  concern  is  with  the  factors  considered  in  determining  whether 
individual  wetlands  are  sufficiently  worthy  of  receiving  the  additional 
protection  provided  by  assumption  of  discretionary  authority  (Step  3). 

Given  the  present  regulations  establishing  the  Nationwide  Permit  Program, 
the  requirement  that  a  water  body  "...has  values  not  normally  associated 
with  a  nationwide-permitted  water"  or  that  it  "...provides  important 
functions  which  exceed  those  normally  associated  with  a  nationwide-permitted 
water  body"  appears  reasonable.  However,  by  means  of  the  Improved  hydraulic 
conditions  discussed  at  the  beginning  of  this  letter,  the  proposed  flood 
control  project  would  provide  the  only  feasible  means  of  drainage  of 
what  oould  be  a  substantial  aoreage  of  remaining  wetlands.  It  seems 
unreasonable  and  inconsistent  with  our  national  wetlands  policy  as  set 
forth  in  Executive  Order  11990  to  require  that  wetlands  made  vulnerable 
to  development  by  a  federal  flood  control  project  meet  the  same  set 
of  rigid  biological  oriteria  applied  to  wetlands  threatened  with  non- 
federally-influenoed  development. 

Finally,  I  don't  believe  that  a  lack  of  printed  or  published  documentation 
relative  to  its  use  by  threatened  or  endangered  species,  high  production 
of  waterfowl,  use  by  great  numbers  of  migrating  waterfowl,  shore birds, 
marsh  birds  and  wading  birds,  or  the  presenoe  of  flora  or  fauna  at  or 
very  near  the  limits  of  their  range  provides  a  valid  basis  for  dismissing 
any  Nationwide  water  body  from  consideration  for  discretionary  authority. 
While  I  firmly  believe  that  the  application  of  the  present  oriteria 
to  wetlands  within  the  area  of  influence  of  the  present  project  is  inappro¬ 
priate,  I  have  little  doubt  that  a  dose  look  at  those  wetlands  would 
reveal  existing  qualities  which  would  enable  many  of  them  to  qualify 
under  one  or  more  of  the  biological  oriteria  presently  being  used. 

I  hope  you  find  this  expression  of  Service  views  both  constructive  and 
beneficial.  The  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  would  be  pleased  to 
assist  the  Corps  in  this  important  aspeot  of  the  planning  process. 


Sincerely  yours. 


oo:  U.S.  EP k,  Chicago 
Minn.  DNR,  St.  Paul 
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